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Abstract 
This study examined the shared models of belief and attitude held by general education teachers 
toward the integrated period of English Language Arts instruction with English Language 
Learners.  It also examined best practices for reading instruction.  The researcher surveyed 32 
general education elementary school teachers who had various levels of educational experience.  
All teachers have co-taught with an English as a New Language teacher in an integrated period 
of English Language Arts.  The researcher utilized group interviews and Q-methodology.  She 
employed a mixed methodological approach that examined the behavior and attitude of subjects 
both qualitatively and quantitatively.  The researcher analyzed four major shared models of 
beliefs held by general education elementary school teachers who have participated in integrated 
ENL ELA instruction.  The study also explored the way in which models of belief reflected 
disagreement, agreement, and absence of salience for specific statements in the Q set.  Policy 
makers, school boards, administrators, and teachers may use these findings to strengthen English 
as a New Language programs and to develop new plans that address teachers’ beliefs and 
attitudes about the integrated period of English Language Arts instruction. 
Keywords: English as a New Language, integration, English Language Arts, Q-
methodology, English Language Learner
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CHAPTER I 
Beliefs of General Education Teachers Toward Effective Methods of Literacy Instruction for 
English Language Learners: Attitudes Toward Integrated English as a New Language  
Research has linked many instructional practices to the development of reading skills for 
English language learners.  This researcher concluded from this literature review that there are 
optimal strategies for teaching literacy skills to English language learners (August, Carlo, 
Dressler, & Snow, 2005; August, McCardle, & Shanahan, 2014; Biemiller & Boote, 2006; 
Bolos, 2012; Lesaux, Kieffer, Faller, & Kelley, 2010; Lesaux, Kieffer, Kelley, & Harris, 2014; 
Martinez, Harris, & McClain, 2014).  The research also indicated that vocabulary development is 
a strong predictor of reading comprehension ability and is crucial for student success in school 
(August et al., 2014; Gillanders, Castro, & Franco, 2014; Ibrahim, Sardine, & Muhamed, 2014). 
Therefore, the analysis of teachers’ beliefs about literacy instructional strategies and the 
integrated period of ENL can help to inform professional development opportunities and increase 
academic achievement for ELLs.  This dissertation focuses on public elementary school teachers 
and addresses two specific aspects of instruction: (a) the attitude of this sample of teachers 
toward the integration of English language learners in English language arts instruction and (b) 
these teachers’ beliefs about effective and appropriate methods of literacy instruction for English 
language learners.  This chapter provides a historical overview, presents background 
information, and introduces the concepts of 1) teacher attitudes toward the education of English 
language learners and 2) teacher beliefs about effective methods of reading instruction.  The 
researcher presents a list of key terms and definitions near the end of the chapter. 
Statement of the Problem:  Historical Overview 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
3 
English language learners (ELLs) in public schools in the United States of America have 
increased by 300,000 students from 2003-2014.  In 2016, approximately 4.9 million students 
were ELLs in the United States, as compared to 3.8 million students in 2000.  Furthermore, the 
population of ELLs in New York State in 2016 was between 6 and 9.9 % of students enrolled in 
public schools (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019).  Given this increase, it is now 
even more important for New York elementary school teachers to utilize specific strategies to 
support ELLs as the students attempt to strengthen their reading skills.  It is also vital for school 
systems to offer professional development opportunities to educators to help teachers provide 
students with appropriate instructional methods and strategies. 
During the past forty years, legislation has impacted ELLs’ education.  In 1968, Congress 
passed the Bilingual Education Act, also known as Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; Public Law 90-247.  This act was the first piece of legislation that 
focused on the unique needs of ELLs.  Congress created this act in response to the increased 
number of immigrants that resulted from the passage of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
which lifted immigration quotas.  Through the use of federal grants, the government gave 
schools assistance to develop bilingual education programs (Crawford, 1994). 
In 1971, approximately 2,856 students with limited English proficiency integrated the 
California schools.  More than half of these students did not receive supplemental support.  So, 
the parents of non-English speaking students brought a class action suit against officials from the 
San Francisco school system (Lau v. Nichols, 1974).  In this case, the Supreme Court 
unanimously ruled in favor of Lau.  The court relied on the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and decided 
that the lack of language instruction for students with limited English proficiency was a violation 
of the students' civil rights.  The Supreme Court stated that “No person in the United States shall, 
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on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal 
financial assistance” (Lau v. Nichols, 1974, p. 414).  Passage of the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act of 1974 followed.  This act strictly prohibited discrimination and required 
schools to take appropriate action to ensure equal participation for all students.  The act also 
clarified programmatic goals, established regional support centers, and afforded additional 
funding (Find Law, 1991). 
Later, based on a congressional request, in 1997, the Secretary of Education created the 
National Reading Panel (NRP).  The NRP researched specific strategies and methods that they 
considered essential for teaching reading to students.  The NRP focused their attention on 
alphabetics (including phonemic awareness and phonics), fluency, comprehension, teacher 
education, and technology (Cunningham, 2001).  To limit the scope of the study, the panel did 
not address challenges related to ELL’s comprehension, vocabulary, and decoding skills (August 
et al., 2014).  In fact, the panel’s sample was not large enough to conduct a meta-analysis, and 
many researchers questioned the validity of the study’s findings and research design, especially 
because the NRP attempted to gain control of reading research in what they put forth as an effort 
to improve instructional practices and influence curriculum development focused on reading 
(Cunningham, 2001). 
Then, in 2002, the English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and 
Academic Achievement Act passed.  Personnel from the U.S. Department of Education stressed 
that the act ensured that children with limited English proficiency must meet the same 
challenging academic standards and content as their peers, as ELLs require high quality language 
instruction and high levels of core academic subject instruction (U.S. Department of Education 
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website, n.d.).  Additionally, under the provisions of No Child Left Behind’s (NCLB) Title IX, 
Part A, Section 9101, the parents/guardians of any student identified as limited English proficient 
must complete a home language survey.  This is important to ensure that school systems identify 
ELLs and provide services.  Title III of ESEA, reauthorized by NCLB, also related to ELLs.  It 
evaluated comprehension, speaking, listening, reading, and writing with an assessment focused 
on three domains.  The domains are oral language, reading, and writing in English.  From the 
results of the testing, non- proficient students received annual measurable objectives, which 
include annual re-testing and requirements for school districts to report progress for this 
subgroup (Center for Public Education, 2007). 
In December of 2015, President Barack Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA).  This new law built on aspects of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  ESSA 
focuses on advancing equity and holding all students to high standards.  The act acknowledges 
the importance of high quality preschool and equal access.  Similar to NCLB, accountability 
remains a constant message for schools (U.S. Department of Education website, n.d.). 
On the state level, in 2014, the Board of Regents adopted Part 154-3 of the Regulations of 
the Commissioner of Education.  Part 154-3 focuses on the importance of recognizing that 
biliteracy and bilingualism are assets for students.  Another important aspect of this regulation is 
that all teachers are responsible for the education of English language learners.  Based on five 
levels of language proficiency, students in an English as a New Language (ENL) program have 
the opportunity for stand-alone and integrated English Language Arts (ELA) instruction.  
Students scoring at the proficiency level of entering require both stand-alone and integrated units 
of study during the week.  Emerging, transitioning, expanding, and commanding ELLs have 
some flexibility in terms of the model of instruction they receive.  In addition, the state identifies 
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the amount of time, or units of study, required each week, based on level of proficiency 
(Regulations ELLs, 2015-2018). 
Integrated English as a New Language instruction is a requirement under the new 
regulations.  All ELL students receive integrated instruction for a mandated unit of time based on 
the student’s level of instruction.  One unit of study is equivalent to approximately 180 minutes 
per week.  This mandate also requires general education and ENL teachers to co-teach, which 
may not be a common practice for many educators (ELL Regulations, 2015-2018). 
Co-teaching 
 Co-teaching during the integrated period of ENL requires teachers to change their thinking, 
planning, and instructional practices.  In the past, ENL classes were independent classes and the 
ENL teachers were primarily responsible for their students’ literacy development, acculturation, 
and social emotional learning.  With new regulations and rigorous curriculum expectations, role 
expectations shifted.  There is an emphasis on the importance of all educators teaching students to 
read, write, listen, and speak through an approach that focuses on authentic classroom experiences 
and integration. 
Co-teaching requires much more than two teachers in the classroom.  It is a collaborative 
approach to instruction, which consists of four equally important phases: collaborative planning, 
collaborative instructional delivery, collaborative assessment of student learning, and reflection 
on action and in action.  Co-teachers need to have time to collaboratively plan, teach, assess, and 
reflect to implement the four phases with success (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2018). 
Dove and Honigsfeld (2018) developed seven models for effective co-teaching.  Each 
model supports different types of learning and requires both co-teachers to assume flexible roles 
in the classroom. 
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The first model, One Group One Leads, requires one teacher to assume the teaching role 
and the other teacher to support individual student progress while circulating around the 
classroom.  This allows ELLs to receive immediate feedback and better understand parts of the 
lesson.  The second model, One Group Two Teach, suggests that both teachers teach the entire 
class the same content.  This model may be beneficial for modeling a dialogue or developing an 
opinion.  Each teacher has different roles, but both present in front of the entire class.  The third 
model, One Group One Teaches, One Assesses, allows one teacher to teach while the other 
teacher assesses student progress.  One teacher is responsible for teaching the entire lesson, while 
the other teacher collects formative assessment data.  The fourth model, Two Groups Two Teach, 
divides the class into two small groups.  The goal is to reduce the student-teacher ratio.  Both 
groups have the same learning objectives and rigorous expectations.  Smaller group sizes 
increase the teacher’s ability to offer timely feedback and increases contact time with individual 
students.  The fifth model, Two Groups One Preteaches, One Teaches Alternative Information, is 
a method that supports the various needs of all learners, including ELLs.  In this model, one 
teacher is able to pre-teach and build background knowledge on a specific topic.  It allows 
students to activate their prior knowledge in order to guide future instruction.  This is important 
for ELLs due to the rigorous demands on their language skills. In this model, the groups are 
uneven and each group has different learning objectives.  The sixth model, Two Groups One 
Reteaches, One Teaches Alternative Information, is similar to the fifth model.  The difference 
between the models is, in this model, based on formative assessment, students receive additional 
support on a given topic.  Teachers scaffold materials and students have the ability to obtain 
personalized assistance.  The seventh model, Multiple Groups Two Monitor/Teach, creates 
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multiple learning groups to target instruction.  This model encourages cooperative learning, and 
collaborative teamwork, and small group instruction under the assistance of a teacher. 
Purpose of this Study 
The purpose of this study is to determine the attitudes teachers have about integrated 
ENL for ELA instruction and to identify the beliefs teachers hold about best instructional 
practices for educating ELLs and co-teaching during the integrated period of English language 
arts. 
Theoretical Models 
Theoretical models that are particularly important for this study include the Zone of 
Proximal Development, the Literacy Processing Theory, the Theory of Second Language 
Acquisition, and Social Cognitive Theory.  The Zone of Proximal Development and Literacy 
Processing theories help a teacher understand the instructional practices that will benefit ELLs in 
the classroom (Vygotsky, 1935/2011; Clay, 2015).  Krashen’s Theory of Second Language 
Acquisition (2003) is particularly pertinent for ELLs because it hypothesizes about principles of 
language development.  Social Cognitive Theory focuses on how people perform when different 
socially situated factors influence them.  This theory is important to the study due to its emphasis 
on human belief systems and actions (Bandura, 1989).  Elements from each theory provide 
models for ELLs’ language development, for methodological approaches for both literacy 
instruction and the development of a second language, and for teacher belief systems regarding 
change. 
Zone of Proximal Development 
The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is a theory developed by a Soviet 
psychologist Lev Vygotsky.  The ZPD is a concept that focuses on the idea that a child imitates 
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an adult or a more knowledgeable person until he or she has the ability to complete the task with 
independence. 
The ZPD of the child is the distance between the level of his actual development, 
determined with the help of independently solved tasks, and the level of possible 
development, defined with the help of tasks solved by the child under the guidance of 
adults or in cooperation with more intelligent peers (Vygotsky, 1935/2011, p. 204) 
Vygotsky focuses on the idea that mental age does not reflect mental development.  The goal of 
schools should be to provide students with experiences and encouragement at the student’s 
individual zone of proximal development to advance learning ("Zone of Proximal Development," 
2017).  Students require guided practice for functions that have not yet matured, but are in the 
process of maturation (Vygotsky, 1935/2011).  Teachers often perceive ELLs as immature 
learners, especially in reading.  Some of these teachers find it difficult to accommodate ELLs’ 
needs while continuing to advance the achievement of the rest of the students.  To make the 
guided practice situation easier for these academically immature readers, teachers should use 
ELLs’ cultural and linguistic diversity as a tool to guide and scaffold instruction (Brown & 
Broemmel, 2011). 
Scaffolding. One sees the ZPD as a scaffold or a support for the learners until they are 
able to perform the action independently.  It is not about what the child has learned, but rather, 
about what the child has the potential to learn.  Due to the individual nature of lived experiences 
and emotions, people perceive and appropriate language differently.  Socialization and emotional 
components play a role in learning (Vygotsky, 1935/2011). 
The primary goal of deep scaffolding is to raise the level of comprehensibility of the text 
by making the text more accessible to ELLs through both a reduction of language barriers 
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and, possibly even more importantly, examples that provide cultural specifics within 
examples that ELLs are more equipped to understand (Brown & Broemmel, 2011 p. 35) 
Not only does the practice of deep scaffolding engage learners in active participation, but it also 
allows ELLs to feel valued in the classroom.  This will help ELLs activate schema and minimize 
frustration (Brown & Broemmel, 2011). 
Literacy Processing Theory  
 Marie Clay’s theory holds that there are specific perceptual and cognitive behaviors 
associated with reading and writing.  The pathways for these behaviors are unique for each 
learner (Clay, 2015; Doyle, 2013; Fountas & Pinnell, 2017; Vygotsky, 1999).  This theory 
identifies the processes and strategies readers use to make sense of print throughout each stage of 
reading development.  Readers employ different strategies and monitor the input of text to create 
meaning and to identify the author’s message.  For beginning readers, that could mean 
identifying letter sounds and print features.  The reader adapts his/her process to meet the needs 
of the text. 
Marie Clay’s theory provides a developmental perspective on reading intervention and 
literacy development (Doyle, 2013).  This theory encourages teachers to look at each individual 
student’s level of development in order to plan appropriate lessons.  This is especially important 
for ELLs as it supports their cultural and linguistic backgrounds. 
 Structure of Literacy Processing Theory.  In this theory, the teacher establishes an 
objective and identifies an appropriate book selection by previewing books to provide a 
challenge that meets the needs of the student.  The teacher monitors the level of task difficulty to 
ensure high rates of correct responses and provides a challenge to make certain that the student 
accesses his/her processing system (Doyle, 2013). 
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A curriculum which allows the teacher to go to where the child is and help the individual 
child to apply whatever strengths he brings to school to literacy learning will allow for 
different paths to reading or writing acquisition even in the same classroom (Clay, 2015, 
p. 177) 
During the lesson, the teacher will increase accessibility to text and text features through 
repetition, syntax, and the semantic features in context.  The teacher actively encourages the 
student to make connections and interact with the text while observing reading and writing 
behaviors.  This encourages engagement and the use of schema to support comprehension.  The 
observation of reading behaviors informs the teacher of signs of inner control.  The observation 
offers cues to the teacher about a student’s cognitive process or strategic plan to problem solve 
and navigate a text (Clay, 2015; Fountas & Pinnell, 2017).  The teacher uses vocabulary 
development to support comprehension and the cognitive context of new words.  The teacher 
reinforces the student by accepting partially correct responses (Vygotsky, 1999).  The teacher 
provides meaningful feedback to compliment and suggest a future teaching point (Clay, 2015 & 
Doyle, 2013).  This becomes a scaffold for future instruction and begins the process of a 
student’s active construction of learning (Clay, 2015).  ELLs learn to use various reading 
strategies through social interaction, scaffolding, and mediation (Walqui, 2006). 
Theory of Second Language Acquisition 
 Stephen Krashen’s Theory of Second Language Acquisition consists of five hypotheses.  
These hypotheses represent the central beliefs of language development (Krashen, 2003) and 
provide a guide to understanding the processes of acquiring another language. 
 The acquisition-learning hypothesis.  This hypothesis claims that language develops in 
two manners.  The first way one develops language is through language acquisition.  Language 
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acquisition is an intuitive process.  It is involuntary and the learner may be unaware that the 
process is taking place.  The second approach is language learning.  This is a mindful process.  
During this process, someone engages the learner in activities with a clear learning objective or 
focus on a specific rule (Krashen, 1982; 2003). 
 The natural order hypothesis.  This generalization alleges that one acquires language in 
a predictable order.  Although the order of acquisition for first and second languages are similar, 
they are not the same.  One does not create rules based on complexity or simplicity.  A rule may 
appear simple, but one acquires it later.  Drills and deliberate teaching cannot alter the natural 
order and progression of acquisition (Krashen, 1982; 2003). 
 The monitor hypothesis.  This proposition explains how one uses acquisition and 
learning to develop language, that is, how one uses mindful learning experiences to monitor or 
edit language.  Krashen (2003) found that before someone produces a sentence, the person scans 
the content internally through learned rules.  The speaker/writer then edits the mistakes before 
production.  Furthermore, to monitor language, there are three required conditions.  The first 
stipulation is that the acquirer must know the rules.  This is difficult because most linguists do 
not know all the rules of a target language.  The second condition is that the acquirer must focus 
on form and correctness.  This is also challenging because it is hard to focus on both the meaning 
and the form of language at the same time.  The third requirement is time.  Acquirers need the 
ability to take time to produce proper and mindful language.  Therefore, although it is useful to 
learn the rules of a language, rule learning does not strengthen fluency and accuracy, as 
acquisition does (Krashen, 2003). 
 The input (comprehension) hypothesis.  This premise suggests that one acquires 
language when one understands language.  In order for an acquirer to gain comprehensible input, 
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the learner must use learned skills, schema, and context to understand (Krashen, 1982; 2003).  
“The input hypothesis claims, however, that comprehending messages is the only way language 
is acquired.  There is no individual variation in the fundamental process of language acquisition” 
(Krashen, 2003, p. 4). 
 The affective filter hypothesis.  Other variables may cause hindrance of language 
acquisition.  For example, an acquirer’s beliefs about self, anxiety, and socialization skills may 
not directly prevent acquisition, but may affect the rate of progress by blocking the language 
acquisition device.  This hypothesis explains why students receiving the same comprehensible 
input may produce different results (Krashen, 1982; 2003). 
Social Cognitive Theory 
Social Cognitive Theory holds that there are many aspects that allow humans to function, 
think, reason, and socialize.  According to this theory, each part does not function in isolation.  
All of the separate, interactive components join so that people can set goals, self-motivate, and 
perform.  This theory also focuses on socially situated factors, adaptation, and change.  These 
factors are interdependent of societal norms and beliefs.  One groups the core factors based on 
the common themes of (a) self-belief of efficacy, (b) goal representations, (c) anticipated 
outcomes, and (d) hierarchical dual control mechanisms in the construction and regulation of 
action (Bandura, 1989).  This theory provides a rationale for human behavior and belief systems. 
Self-belief of efficacy.  Human behaviors develop from self-efficacy beliefs.  Self-beliefs 
either enhance or impair one’s motivation and ability to create appropriate solutions (Bandura, 
1989).  Successful performances, modeling, and social persuasion strengthen self-efficacy 
(Wood & Bandura, 1989). 
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Goal representations.  Many people think before immediately reacting to environmental 
conditions.  Forethought provides the ability to set goals, anticipate possible consequences, and 
create plans to produce desirable outcomes (Bandura, 1989).  “Action is motivated and directed 
by cognized goals rather than drawn by remote aims.  Forethought is translated into incentives 
and guides for action through the aid of self- regulatory mechanisms” (Bandura, 1989, p. 1179).  
There are four main agentic features (Bandura, 2001). They are: 
Intentionality.  One exercises intentionality through one’s personal agency to develop 
intentions around plans of actions.  Situations can induce intentions, but they do not determine 
whether the person will choose to behave in a certain way.  The intention is the future plan, 
which is grounded in self-motivators (Bandura, 2001).  People can choose to behave in an 
accommodating manner, or otherwise, based on influence or motivators. 
Forethought.  People have the capacity to set goals for themselves, to identify positive 
and negative consequences, and to create plans for different situations to increase positive results 
and decrease negative results.  Forethought helps to provide a sense of meaning to one’s life 
through anticipation, motivation, planning, and self-evaluation (Bandura, 2001).  Perceived 
future events have the potential to become these motivators and regulators of behavior (Bandura, 
1989).  A person’s plan of action helps to establish intention (Bandura, 2001). 
Self-Reflectiveness.  A property of self-reflectiveness is the ability to reflect about a 
person’s own functioning.  A person has the ability to reflect on his/her motivation, values, and 
performance.  Bandura (2001) stated, “Unless people believe they can produce desired results 
and forestall detrimental ones by their actions, they have little incentive to act or to persevere in 
the face of difficulties” (Bandura, 2001, p. 10).  Efficacy beliefs play a huge role in motivation 
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and outcome expectations.  A person’s efficacy supports the decision to take on a challenge or 
not (Bandura, 2001). 
Self-Reactiveness.  An agent puts the actions and plans created in his/her mind into 
practice through motivation and execution.  Bandura (2001) stated, “Actions give rise to self-
reactive influence through performance comparison with personal goals and standards.  Goals, 
rooted in a value system and a sense of personal identity, invest activities with meaning and 
purpose” (Bandura, 2001, p. 8).  Goals that are very interesting, self-satisfying, and produce a 
level of pride can provide motivation. 
Anticipated outcomes.  Anticipatory mechanisms infer possible outcomes.  These 
mechanisms, in connection with self-efficacy, can manipulate motivation and actions within a 
person.  If a person anticipates an action to be rewarding, but self-perceives inefficacy, the 
completion of a task results in a negative perception (Bandura, 1989). 
Hierarchical dual control mechanisms in the construction and regulation of action. 
Anticipated conceptions guide complex patterns of behaviors.  One forms the conceptions 
through schema, observations, inferences, and information from verbal instructions.  One 
transforms cognition into actions (Bandura, 1989). 
Limitations of This Study 
This study has several limitations.  First, the sample was a non-probability, convenience 
sample comprised of educators from the Long Island area, that is, 50 general education 
elementary school teachers who currently teach in the integrated ENL model.  Second, the 
researcher’s interest is the attitudes and beliefs of teachers.  One cannot generalize about 
attitudes and beliefs.  Tertiarily, by design, Q-methodology samples are small and cannot 
generalize to larger populations because the methodology measures a person’s point of view.  
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This study sampled a subject’s personal beliefs, viewpoints, and perspectives concerning 
effective literacy instructional strategies for ELLs and co-teaching during the integrated period of 
ENL.
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
17 
 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this research, the researcher chose to adopt and use the following key 
terms and definitions throughout the remaining chapters.  As this study focused on public 
elementary schools in New York State, these definitions reflect the specific context of New York 
State public schools. 
• Academic Language Proficiency: “Required for processing, understanding, and 
communicating curriculum-based content in various school subjects” (Ray-Subramanian 
& Coffee, 2010, p. 36). 
• Annual English language proficiency assessment:  
This assessment is a part of the process followed to annually assess the English language 
proficiency of an English Language Learner, using such assessments as determined by 
the Commissioner. Such assessments shall be among the criteria used to determine if a 
student continues to be an English Language Learner (New York State Education 
Department website, 2015, p. 1). 
• Cross-Linguistic Transfer: Leafstedt and Gerber (2005) defined the process of transfer, or 
cross-linguistic transfer as the process in second-language acquisition that takes place 
when people use linguistic resources from their first language to learn aspects of their 
second language. 
• English Language Learners:  
Students who, by reason of foreign birth or ancestry, speak or understand a language 
other than English and speak or understand little or no English, and require support in 
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order to become proficient in English and are identified pursuant to section 154-2.3 of 
this Subpart (New York State Education Department website, 2015, p. 3) 
• English as a New Language program:  
A research-based program comprised of two components: a content area instructional 
component in English (including all core content, i.e. English language arts, math, 
science, or social studies) with home language supports and appropriate scaffolds, and an 
English language development component (Stand-alone and/or Integrated English as a 
New Language) (New York State Education Department website, 2015, p. 3) 
• Inferencing: “Coherence reflects the degree to which one establishes appropriate, 
meaningful connections are established between information in the text and the reader’s 
prior knowledge.  These connections are known as inferences” (Hall, 2016, p. 2). 
• Integrated English as a New Language: “A unit of study or its equivalent in which 
students receive core content area (i.e., English language arts, math, science or social 
studies) and English language development instruction” (New York State Education 
Department website, 2015, p. 4). 
• Scaffolding: “A collaborative process through which a teacher or a more proficient 
learner provides support or guidance to assist a less proficient learner” (Rassaei, 2014, p. 
420). 
• Schema: A mental codification of experience that includes a particular organized way of 
perceiving cognitively and responding to a complex situation or set of stimuli (“Schema,” 
n.d.). 
• Stand-alone English as a New Language: 
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 A unit of study or its equivalent in which students receive instruction in order to acquire 
the English language needed for success in core content courses.  A student shall not 
receive Stand-alone English as a New Language in lieu of core content area instruction 
(New York State Education Department website, 2015, p. 4) 
• Social Cognitive Theory:  
Persons are neither autonomous agents nor simply mechanical conveyers of animating 
environmental influences. Rather, they make causal contribution to their own motivation 
and action within a system of triadic reciprocal causation. In this model of reciprocal 
causation, action, cognitive, affective, and other personal factors, and environmental 
events all operate as interacting determinants. Any account of the determinants of human 
action must, therefore, include self-generated influences as a contributing factor 
(Bandura, 1989, p. 1175) 
• Theory of Second Language Acquisition: A part of theoretical linguistics, consisting of 
five hypotheses or generalizations of language acquisition including acquisition learning, 
natural order, monitor, input (comprehension), and affective filter (Krashen, 1982). 
• Literacy Processing Theory: This theory hypothesizes that from early reading and writing 
experiences the young learner creates a network of competencies, which power 
subsequent independent literacy learning (Clay, 2015). 
• Zone of Proximal Development: “ZPD is an index of intelligence that is based on guided 
performance” (Vygotsky, 1935/2011, p. 208). 
Chapter Summary 
The number of English Language Learners (ELLs) has rapidly increased in the 
elementary school population.  This rapid growth has many implications for educators and 
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school systems.  For instance, there must be an indispensable awareness of specific literacy 
interventions and strategies to support ELLs in educational environments.  Teachers also need to 
consider different models for co-teaching to ensure that ELLs are successful.  Language is not an 
isolated construct, but, rather, affected by many social, cultural, and experiential factors.  
Educators should consider these factors when instructing ELLs. 
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Chapter II 
Review of the Literature 
This chapter presents a review of relevant literature that summarizes co-teaching, 
collaborative models, and reading and vocabulary strategies that support English Language 
Learners (ELLs).  The researcher focused the literature review on instructional reading strategies 
and the impact of co-teaching on ELLs.  The review includes data regarding reading 
comprehension, vocabulary development, co-teaching, collaboration, and forms of professional 
development. 
Literacy Instruction 
Researchers saw improved literacy outcomes for both monolingual and bilingual students 
in the classrooms of teachers with knowledge of effective instruction and strategies.  The 
approaches utilized by these teachers played a role in the academic success of all students.  
During instruction, the teachers focused on definitions, word relations, and morphosyntax 
supported vocabulary development, as well as the use of comprehension strategies and text 
structures (Silverman et al., 2013).  Teachers attempted to accommodate and educate diverse 
students with different instructional needs in a general education setting, but did not have the 
skill to do so (Saddler & Starters, 2008; Swerling, 2015).  Therefore, many ELLs failed to meet 
the literacy standards through the instructional strategies chosen and used by their classroom 
teachers.  “As they progress through the grades, at-risk students often fall further behind other 
students because they lack adequate academic knowledge to build and support additional 
learning” (Palumbo & Kramer-Vida, 2012, p. 119).  Research shows that students at risk of 
reading failure, such as ELLs, benefit from specific instructional strategies.  Some strategies 
include small group instruction and explicit instruction on alphabetic principles (Vernon-Feagans 
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et al., 2010).  In addition, as individual students' reading patterns differed, the identification of 
specific areas of strength and weakness became important to educators (Latham, 2014; Swerling, 
2015) because recognition of the children’s reading patterns helped with the discovery of 
strengths and weaknesses, especially for ELLs.  Therefore, researchers studied patterns of many 
different difficulties demonstrated by struggling readers, including decoding, fluency, and 
comprehension.  This writer grouped these areas according to the common themes of (a) reading 
comprehension (b) and vocabulary development. 
Comprehension 
Reading is an essential component of the elementary school curriculum where the ability 
to read goes beyond the skill of decoding phonemes and words.  The main goal is to understand 
and make connections to the text being read through the use of decision-making and skills like 
predicting, inferencing, and analysis (August et al., 2014; Mahdavi & Tensfeldt, 2013).  The art 
of reading is a complex process, which involves decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and the ability to 
activate schema (Latham, 2014; Mahdavi & Tensfeldt, 2013; Nation & Angell, 2006; Swerling, 
2015).  Many of the studies cited focused on improving reading comprehension for ELLs. 
Reading strategies.  Many studies on instructional techniques concentrated on the 
importance of strategy-based instruction for ELLs to improve their comprehension.  These 
instructional techniques focused on the importance of meaning and language development 
through the use of shared reading, decontextualized language, scaffolding, the use of visual 
strategies, and inference training (August, Carlo, Dressler, & Snow, 2005; August et al., 2014; 
Bolos, 2012; Campbell & Cuba, 2015; Daniel & Parada, 2008; Giroir, Grimaldo, Vaughn, & 
Roberts, 2015; Hall, 2016; McGee & Johnson, 2003; Saunders & Goldberg, 1999; Talebi & 
Marzban, 2015). 
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Shared reading.  A shared reading, or interactive read aloud, approach supported ELLs 
comprehension (August et al., 2014; Bolos, 2012; Saunders & Goldberg, 1999).  To prepare for 
interactive read alouds, teachers chunked the text into smaller parts to provide students with an 
opportunity to achieve a higher level of comprehension.  The teacher created and asked specific 
and focused questions about parts of the text to facilitate classroom discussion.  Based on a 
review of experimental research, teachers’ use of questioning during reading afforded students 
the opportunity to make connections and build understanding (August et al., 2005).  Questioning 
also increased opportunities for classroom discussion.  Saunders and Goldberg (1999) found that 
instructional conversations and literature logs also improved students’ factual and interpretive 
story comprehension.  For their 1999 study, Saunders and Goldberg randomly assigned five 
teachers and 115 fourth and fifth grade students to one of four conditions.  Each sample 
contained ELLs and English proficient students.  Conditions included 1) the use of literature 
logs, 2) instructional conversations, 3) a combination of both conditions, and 4) a control group 
consisting of read and study.  Some students used literature logs as writing prompts for each 
chunk of the text.  The prompts encouraged students to analyze, infer, and make connections.  
ELLs benefited from the combined approach of conversation and literature logs and scored a full 
standard deviation higher than students in the control group (Saunders & Goldberg, 1999).  
Chlapana and Tafa also found that interactive discussions supported student achievement during 
their 2014 study.  Their sample included 87 kindergarten ELLs divided into three experimental 
groups.  Each experimental group listened to six different stories.  Researchers provided the first 
experimental group with definitions of key vocabulary words.  The second group utilized 
interactive discussions about target words, and the control group heard the stories without any 
explanation of target words.  The results indicated that interactive instruction benefited ELLs’ 
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achievement.  Repeated readings allowed students at many different levels to participate in 
instruction and improve at their own pace (Koskinen, Blum, Bisson, Phillips, & Baker, 2000). 
Decontextualized language.  Conversation is essential.  The most important role of 
conversation during reading is decontextualizing language (Beck & McKeown, 2001).  During 
conversations, students decontextualized language and made sense of something that may have 
been foreign to them.  Talebi and Marzban (2015) reported that decontextualizing vocabulary 
supported the ability of a homogeneous sample of 48 advanced language learners to internalize 
and comprehend a text.  In this study, the researchers administered the Vocabulary Knowledge 
Scale after eight sessions of explicit instruction on strategies, such as, annotating, summarizing, 
and inferencing.  These critical reading strategies had a significant effect on ELLs’ achievement 
(Talebi & Marzban, 2015).  In addition, collaborative talk brings together social and cognitive 
aspects of learning and can benefit all learners, especially ELLs (Purdy, 2008).  Due to the multi-
dimensional approach used in quality text talks, students focused not only on the meaning of the 
word in context, but, also, on the context of others’ written and spoken words.  This experience 
provided students with the opportunity to visualize the word from different sources, which 
increased comprehension and retention of vocabulary (Silverman et al., 2013).  For example, 
through a multi-dimensional read-aloud approach, ELLs learned target words at the same rate as 
English Only speakers.  ELLs also grew in general vocabulary development at a faster rate than 
English Only speakers.  Text-based discussions made language more accessible and provided 
contextual support (Giroir, Grimaldo, Vaughn, & Roberts, 2015).  Taboada, Bianco, and 
Bowerman’s (2012) findings suggested that conversation played an integral role in 
comprehension and conceptual development in a study in which 60 fifth grade students 
participated.  Twenty-five of those students were ELLs.  The researchers used three measures: 
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general vocabulary, text-based questioning, and reading comprehension.  Results indicated that 
ELLs’ general vocabulary was the strongest predictor of reading comprehension.  The 
researchers noted that the strategy of text- based student questioning benefitted the more 
advanced ELLs who had a stronger vocabulary base.  Essentially, for most ELLs, vocabulary 
development is an invaluable tool to increase conceptual knowledge and reading comprehension. 
Scaffolding.  Based on a review of literature, Martinez, Harris, and McClain (2014) 
found that to increase ELLs’ academic language it was important to scaffold.  Teachers’ use of 
scaffolding increased text comprehension by reducing barriers and using cultural examples to 
help students make connections.  Scaffolding required educators to assist students through text 
navigation and processing (Brown & Broemmel, 2011).  This technique supported students by 
focusing learning on key processes and ideas.  Teachers helped students learn how to learn.  The 
complex language used in school texts required amplifying and constructing ELLs’ learning 
based on a variety of experiences, including modeling, bridging, contextualizing, schema 
building, re-presenting text, and developing metacognition (Walqui, 2006).  According to 
Vygotsky (2011), scaffolding strategies helped boost students’ Zone of Proximal Development 
(ZPD).  “ZPD defines those functions that are not mature yet, but are currently in the process of 
maturation, the functions that will mature tomorrow.  These functions are not fruits yet, but buds 
or flowers of development” (Vygotsky, 2011, p. 204).  Scaffolding also aided students during 
assessments.  The use of written modifications during assessments strengthened students’ ability 
to think about difficult ideas, insured cultural comprehensibility, and elicited student 
understanding.  Thus, think-aloud procedures and post-interviews indicated that scaffolding 
techniques supported ELLs (Siegel et al., 2014).  Some of these scaffolding techniques that 
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reduced barriers for ELLs were visual aids, story retelling, and multiple trial tasks (Wolf et al., 
2016). 
Visual strategies.  Visual strategies improved ELLs’ reading comprehension skills.  
Graphic organizers strengthened students’ ability to predict, sequence, summarize, and analyze 
text (Campbell & Cuba, 2015; Daniel & Parada, 2008).  Preliminary results from a 2008 
ethnographic study by Daniel and Parada, involving 46 secondary ELLs, indicated that students 
liked visual strategies, but had trouble using them.  For instance, students did not generalize the 
use of a graphic organizer from one assignment to another.  Daniel and Parada also noted that 
students identified mind maps as a worksheet, rather than as a tool to support learning and 
critical thinking, but data supported the use of graphic organizers to scaffold instruction and 
students benefitted from the use of mind maps to construct and deconstruct knowledge.  In 
addition, the students did use visual cues to make predictions during reading.  For example, in a 
study by Campbell and Cuba (2015), students increased their pre-test to post-test prediction skill 
accuracy by using a visual aid.  These researchers found that the most effective visual cues 
activated students’ prior knowledge, and it appeared that visual cues increased students’ ability 
to predict and actively engage with the text. 
Inferencing.  Students must also be able to analyze text, generate new ideas, and infer 
meaning.  Struggling readers had difficulty with inference making, which caused comprehension 
failure (Hall, 2016; McGee & Johnson, 2003).  McGee and Johnson (2003) stated that struggling 
readers could advance their reading skills through inference training that introduced students to 
the concept that one can generate understanding through text.  The training explicitly taught 
struggling readers to consider their life experiences and to relate those experiences to the reading 
material.  This supported ELLs’ ability to compensate for a limited vocabulary (Ibrahim et al., 
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2014).  Specific instruction on how and when to use inferencing also increased comprehension 
for struggling readers.  Sometimes, teachers mentioned the importance of the strategy, but often 
neglected to provide students with a clear understanding of how to use the technique, whereas 
explicit strategy based instruction supported a student’s ability to use the approach to understand 
text (Mahdavi & Tensfeldt, 2013).  Silverman et al. (2013) noted a positive relationship between 
instruction focused on inferential thinking and comprehension performance.  The goal was to 
encourage students to think deeply about a text and discuss it with their peers. 
Vocabulary 
In multiple studies, vocabulary development played a critical role in school success and 
strongly predicted reading comprehension ability (August et al., 2014; Gillanders et al., 2014; 
Ibrahim et al., 2014).  “Words represent the ideas and concepts that subject knowledge uses to 
explain itself, so vocabulary knowledge needs to be taught; at times for its own sake, but often in 
the context of subject learning” (Palumbo & Kramer-Vida, 2012, p. 120).  ELLs’ lack of 
knowledge of frequently and infrequently used words decreased their comprehension and the 
students’ ability to learn and make meaning from the reading material (Reed, Petscher, & 
Forman, 2016).  Vocabulary development improved comprehension of reading material and 
supported a student's ability to make incidental connections to the text.  ELLs needed to have 
many opportunities to listen and use target vocabulary words.  Thus, reading text aloud promoted 
the acquisition of language.  Children learned new words by listening and then could identify the 
acquired language in the text.  Not only did students need to comprehend conversational English, 
they also needed to understand academic English (Vadasy, Sanders, & Nelson, 2015). 
Academic vocabulary and instruction.  “Academic language is distinct from the social 
language used in school, and it encompasses the vocabulary, syntax, and discourse features that 
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are necessary for accessing grade-level curriculum” (Taboada & Rutherford, 2011, p. 114).  
Researchers have studied various approaches to academic vocabulary instruction, from direct 
teaching to immersion and strategy based experiences (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Taboada & 
Rutherford, 2011; Lesaux, Kiefer, Faller, and Kelley, 2010).  Taboada and Rutherford (2011) 
indicated that intervention programs that focused on incidental and explicit academic vocabulary 
instruction increased students' understanding of academic vocabulary.  Explicit vocabulary 
instruction targets key content words.  The teacher purposely presents the words through rich 
context and in multiple forms.  However, students learn incidental vocabulary through the 
context of reading related activities.  Readers acquire this type of new vocabulary in small 
segments.  Therefore, increased volume and frequency of reading time supports incidental 
vocabulary development (Taboada & Rutherford, 2011). 
Effective intervention programs need to provide both incidental and explicit practice with 
words (Tam, Heward, & Heng, 2006), for ELLs required more explicit teaching, due to the 
limited number of words that were the foundation of their English vocabulary (Silverman et al., 
2013).  In a 2010 study, Lesaux, Kiefer, Faller, and Kelley found that explicit vocabulary 
instruction on unknown words identified in text benefitted linguistically diverse intermediate 
grade students.  The interventions were text based, with a focus on metacognition, repetition, and 
collaboration.  Biemeiller and Boote (2006) found similar benefits for primary grade students.  
Through repeated oral text, explanations, and discussion, students learned eight to 12 new 
vocabulary words per week, indicating the value of a multifaceted approach to vocabulary 
instruction.  According to Silverman (2007), ELLs have the ability to learn target vocabulary 
words at the same rate as English only students through targeted instructional practices.  
Silverman et al., (2013) suggested that teachers focus instruction on definitions, word relations, 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
29 
and morphosyntax.  Attention to word relationships provided students with the opportunity to 
build an understanding of unknown words using their parts as a guide.  Dissecting words into 
parts (morphology) helped students learn new words and increase language proficiency. 
Cross-linguistic transfer.  Another aspect of English Language Learners’ vocabulary 
development is cross-linguistic transfer.  Many ELLs used their skills from their first language to 
strengthen their second language (August et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2014).  Focusing on 
phonological skills in the first language helped students strengthen their English skills and 
transfer knowledge more readily from one language to another (Martinez et al., 2014).  ELLs 
used their knowledge of words and word origins to identify cognates (Manyac & Bauer, 2009).  
Cardenas-Hagan, Carlson, and Pollard-Durodola (2007) administered a battery of tests in both 
Spanish and English to 1,016 kindergarten ELLs.  Based on their findings, Cardenas-Hagan et 
al., suggested that Spanish-speaking students who had letter name and sound knowledge in their 
first language showed high levels of knowledge of English letter names and sounds.  They also 
found that phonological awareness supported a direct transfer of knowledge and language skills.  
In a 2006 study, Proctor, August, Carlo, & Snow focused on the English comprehension of 135 
Spanish-English bilingual fourth grade students.  Results revealed a significant main effect 
between Spanish vocabulary and English fluency (Proctor et al., 2006).  In an effort to improve 
ELLs’ reading comprehension, Carlo et al., (2004) tested vocabulary interventions that included 
direct word instruction, word analysis, knowledge of cognates, and structure.  They reported that 
improved vocabulary and word analysis skills effectively strengthened reading comprehension 
skills for ELLs and English only students (Carlo et al., 2004). 
Classroom Design 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
30 
It is often a challenge to differentiate instruction for a diverse student population on a 
daily basis.  The findings of a 2007 study indicated that ELLs’ achievement increased when 
literacy blocks focused on shared and guided reading practices.  During shared and guided 
reading experiences, teachers worked in many varieties of small group instruction.  Some of the 
findings included the need for differentiated instruction, a student-centered classroom, 
knowledgeable teachers, willingness to share, and accountability for student learning (York-Barr, 
Ghere, & Sommerness, 2007). 
Intervention through differentiated small group instruction.  “All students, regardless 
of individual backgrounds, need what schools offer: academic and emotional success, a positive 
teacher-student interpersonal relationship, professional caring, high expectations, and a strong 
content-based curriculum” (Palumbo & Kramer-Vida, 2012, p. 120).  ELLs have various degrees 
of language proficiency, so to meet the needs of each student, it is critical for teachers to 
differentiate instruction (August et al., 2014).  “Differentiation is generally tailored to specific 
subgroups of students rather than the whole class and involves the teacher in creating variations 
of the main activities of the lesson” (Baecher, Artigliere, Patterson, & Spatzer, 2012, p. 15).  
Teachers further altered already differentiated lessons to meet the varying needs of the students 
and to provide an opportunity to support and develop ELLs' language skills.  Through the 
creation of tiered lessons based on content, process, and product, students accessed content and 
participated in learning activities (Baecher et al., 2012).  In addition, Tieso (2005) found that 
grouping practices had different effects on student achievement.  Three different kinds of 
grouping configurations were: (a) whole class instruction, (b) between class instruction, and (c) 
within class and flexible instruction.  Students exposed to differentiated curriculum in within and 
between grouping structures made academic growth. 
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Co-teaching 
Co-teaching plays an integral role in the success of ENL integration periods.  It provides 
a structure for teachers to plan, teach, and reflect together.  Co-teaching focuses on the mindset 
of sharing knowledge, instructional practices, and understandings.  The goal is to encourage 
teachers to create equal roles in the classroom and to reduce the theory-practice gap in teacher 
education.  Based on Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal Development, co-teaching 
expanded teacher and student agency, which led to increased confidence and performance for 
both students and teachers (Murphy & Martin, 2015).  “The postmodern conceptualization of 
twenty-first century learning suggests that knowledge is no longer characterized as knowing 
discrete information, but is redefined as something more active, such as a series of networks, or 
tools, that can make things happen” (Murphy & Martin, 2015, p. 277).  In a three-year case 
study, co-teaching instructional models that focused on collaborative instruction increased ELLs’ 
performance (York-Barr, Ghere, & Sommerness, 2007). 
Collaboration.  ENL teachers had the ability to share their expertise with general 
education teachers, but they rarely had the opportunity or time to work and learn together.  There 
was limited teacher collaboration or ongoing teacher learning that occurred while teachers 
worked.  Collaboration should have focused on a shared goal or outcome (Martin-Beltran & 
Madigan Percy, 2014).  Collaborative cultures, functioning properly, should lead to academic 
achievement for ELLs because of focused and reflective interactions between the ENL teacher 
and the general education teacher (Russell, 2012).  “Collaboration and collegiality, it is argued, 
take teacher development beyond personal, idiosyncratic reflection, or dependence on outside 
experts, to a point where teachers can learn from each other, sharing and developing their 
expertise together” (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 186). 
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Collaboration framework.  Through questionnaires and interviews, Davison (2006) 
created a collaboration framework, which consisted of five stages of increasing collaborative 
teacher development.  The stages were pseudo- compliance or passive resistance, compliance, 
accommodation, convergence, and creative co -construction (Davison, 2006). 
The lowest level, named pseudo- compliance or passive resistance, defined educators 
who preferred the old pull- out style of ENL services.  At this stage, teachers want sole 
responsibility for the classroom, and have little or no interest in trying to collaborate with others.  
They view collaborative or co-teaching approaches as counterproductive and short term 
(Davison, 2006).  Creese (2010) stated, 
In my research, I have shown how [ENL] pedagogies that are perceived as highly 
effective in the education literature and used widely among language professionals (e.g., 
scaffolding, making form-function links, noticing gaps in input, providing opportunities 
for negotiation) are perceived as less important than the content teachers’ pedagogical 
practices (p. 101) 
The next stage according to Davison (2006), compliance, defined teachers with positive 
attitudes, but limited understanding.  Teachers at this stage saw collaboration as a required part 
of the job.  There was a level of frustration and unhappiness associated with this stage and the 
reward was external and concrete.  Teachers made some effort, but were unsure of the 
implications. 
In the accommodation stage, teachers were positive and willing to try new ideas.  
Teachers attempted to support the ENL teacher, but had a limited understanding of collaboration 
and what that should look like in a classroom.  At this stage, teachers conceptualized 
collaboration as a technique or a new strategy.  Teachers needed external sources of professional 
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development, as well as positive reinforcement.  However, at this stage there was some evidence 
of intrinsic rewards from the partnership. 
Convergence was the stage that defined teachers who were very positive and embraced 
the chance to learn from a colleague.  These teachers engaged with their co-teachers and initiated 
dialogue, experimentation, and the generation of ideas.  Teachers at this stage recognized the 
importance of change and understood that solutions to problems were not predefined.  Although 
there was an increased level of respect for their collaborative partner, there was still a lack of 
understanding of the rationale and theoretical framework that grounded the collaboration.  
Collaboration became intrinsically rewarding, and teachers began to engage in action research 
and peer-driven professional development. 
Davison (2006) identified the last stage as creative co-construction.  In this stage, 
teachers had a very positive attitude, with a preference for collaboration.  Teachers’ roles became 
fluid and interchangeable.  There were high degrees of trust associated with the partnership at 
this stage.  Teachers expected conflict and celebrated an event that left them with better 
understanding.  Educators at this stage took an active role in creating their own professional 
development opportunities.  Key components of this stage (Davison, 2006) were extensive 
reading to gain a better understanding of the theoretical rationale, as well as some evidence of 
study in the other teacher’s area. 
Teachers’ views and actualization of collaboration determined the success of a program 
(Bell & Baecher, 2012; Davison, 2006).  "For teachers, collaboration provides potential 
opportunities to view each other’s content discipline, to clarify goals and expectations for 
students, and to gain valuable pedagogical knowledge” (Bell & Baecher, 2012, p. 489).  
However, this required teachers to step out of their comfort zone.  Many teachers were 
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autonomous in their classrooms and preferred to work independently, rather than collaboratively.  
Using a questionnaire, Bell and Baecher (2012) conducted a study utilizing 72 ENL teachers 
who provided their perspectives about collaboration and teaching models.  Participants placed 
collaboration along two dimensions, including frequency and formality.  Participants preferred a 
pull-out model and least favored a push-in model.  Although teachers saw the benefits of a push-
in model, they felt under- utilized and unprepared for the lesson (Bell & Baecher, 2012).  
Therefore, ENL teachers preferred a pull-out model where they were in control of their own 
space and students.  Although 98% of ENL teachers reported the desire to collaborate, almost 
half of the teachers did not believe the culture of the building supported teamwork (Bell & 
Baecher, 2012). 
Areas of teacher concern about collaboration.  
Even the most well intentioned change devices which try to respect teachers’ 
discretionary judgments, promote their professional growth, and support their efforts to 
build professional community are often self-defeating because they are squeezed into 
mechanistic models or suffocated through stifling supervision (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 3) 
Davison (2006) identified four areas of teacher reported concern as indicators of the five stages 
of collaboration.  The researcher grouped the indicators into attitude, effort, achievements, and 
expectations of support.  These four indicators were aspects of each of the five stages and 
represented both positively and negatively. 
Teacher attitudes played a huge role in the success of a collaborative pairing.  Some 
teachers rejected collaboration and did not comply.  Other teachers were willing to experiment 
with the idea (Davison, 2006).  Negative attitudes toward collaboration resulted in a lower stage 
of development.  Davison reported similar findings for effort.  The researcher defined lower 
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stages of development as educators with little or no evidence of effort or investment in the 
process.  The researcher defined the lower levels by negative attitudes and a lack of effort, which 
ultimately affected achievement.  Teachers did not recognize any positive outcomes, and 
teachers seemed to demonstrate negative feelings toward the collaborative partnership. 
 The researcher also evaluated the partnership by the expectation of support.  At lower 
levels, there was a lack of ownership and, therefore, a huge expectation of support.  Educators 
viewed collaborative pairing as another fad.  However, higher stage individuals began to create 
their own learning and depended less on outside support.  The reward at the higher stages was 
completely intrinsic (Davison, 2006). 
The findings for effort and achievement levels were similar to that of attitude.  At the 
lower stage of development, there was little investment.  Teachers wanted to know how to 
complete the task.  Teachers asked for clearly planned lessons to meet specific goals.  Teachers 
were frustrated and distant. 
Complaints about what has been termed contrived collegiality may sometimes therefore 
be motivated less by concerns about rigidity of scheduling and redundancy of expertise 
than by desires to maintain control over students and their programming without 
interference from outsiders, whatever their expertise (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 203) 
At the higher levels, teachers had a great degree of trust and partnership.  Teachers even 
embraced conflicts as opportunities to grow.  Conversations shifted from “I” to “we”, which was 
a sign of a successful and sustainable partnership (Davison, 2006). 
Teacher attitudes and beliefs had an effect on the stage of collaborative development.  
Creese (2006) reported, through an ethnographic study, that there were data to support that 
management, teachers, and students saw ENL teachers as less important than classroom teachers.  
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Participants described an ENL teacher as a position that did not require skill or a knowledge 
base.  They identified ENL teacher work as supportive and generic.  Others placed ENL teachers 
into a lower status in the school, based on their own subject specific discourse.  This issue 
became a central problem for diverse school systems. 
Beliefs and Perceptions 
Teacher beliefs and perceptions played an integral role in the decisions a classroom 
teacher made regarding instructional practices (Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2017; Shim, 2014; Tran, 
2015).  Teachers utilized their sets of beliefs to help measure success, define expectations, and 
shape learning environments.  Teacher belief systems played a huge role in the academic success 
of their students.  Lesson development, decision-making, classroom practices, and questioning 
mirrored teacher beliefs.  Teachers’ beliefs predicted classroom practices and decision- making 
(Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2017). 
Beliefs about academic challenges.  Shim (2014) analyzed five teachers’ beliefs about 
ELLs’ academic challenges.  Through the Bourdieu’s (1987) concept of habitus, a sociocultural 
theory, Shim interviewed five teachers twice over a period of six months.  The researcher used a 
grounded theory approach and all interviews were open coded.  The findings indicated that the 
teachers’ belief system, or habitus, was a key aspect of the decisions teachers made and the 
pedagogical actions they associated with the instruction of ELLs.  All five teachers agreed that 
ELLs did not use the target language enough at home.  Teachers felt that students should only 
speak English out of class to perfect their grammar and to encourage vocabulary production.  
The teachers saw English as the only language for American society.  Teachers also noted a 
challenge regarding the value placed on education by parents, and teachers assumed that parents 
of ELLs did not value education and learning.  Teachers mentioned additional concerns, 
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including differing cultures and unprepared teachers.  According to Bourdieu’s theory, the 
beliefs found in this study reflected the larger social structures where each habitus formed. 
Teacher perception of training.  A mixed method study by Hansen-Thomas, Richins, 
Kakkar, and Okeyo (2016) captured survey responses from 159 elementary and secondary 
teachers in Texas regarding their perceptions of the ESL state certification exam, their own 
experience and background, and challenges working with ELL students and families.  The 
researcher presented and grouped common areas of concern: a lack of academic vocabulary, 
communication with students and parents, and limited time.  Teachers with two or more college 
courses in ENL studies perceived themselves as more effective in teaching ELLs and associated 
themselves with a greater awareness of cultural differences and language diversity.  Based on 
their findings, Hansen-Thomas et al. expressed the importance of formal training (Hansen-
Thomas, Richins, Kakkar, & Okeyo, 2016).  Additionally, Tran (2015) found that training on 
English as a Second Language methodologies influenced efficacy.  Tran indicated the 
importance of infusing English as a Second Language coursework into teacher training programs 
to promote positive efficacy toward ELLs. 
Forms of Professional Development 
Professional development played an integral role in the quality of instruction provided to 
students (Wayne, Yoon, Zhu, Cronen, & Garet, 2008), but many factors contributed to teachers’ 
degree of learning acquisition during professional development courses or workshops.  Garet et 
al., (2001) grouped these factors according to the common themes of (a) the forms of the 
activities, (b) collective participation, (c) the duration of the activity, and (d) content focused 
courses. 
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The form of a professional development activity means the design of the coursework, 
which often varied in structural features.  Garet et al., grouped structures into two categories: (a) 
traditional and (b) reform. 
Traditional category.  Traditional professional development was a common model used 
to instruct teachers.  This model is a structured approach that others schedule where participants 
attend a meeting with a leader or specialist.  Some traditional models include workshops, 
conferences, institutes, and courses.  Professional developers often used traditional structures, 
and did not always provide teachers with time, core knowledge, and the content required to 
impact the quality of instruction (Garet et al., 2001).  Organizers of professional development 
utilized traditional approaches based on the idea that the experts or facilitators knew what was 
important for teachers to learn.  This idea suggested that teachers’ current practices were wrong 
and in need of improvement.  Teachers resisted these pressures and viewed the material as 
impractical (Korthagen, 2009).  “Teachers learn best by studying, doing, and reflecting; by 
looking closely at students and their work; and by sharing what they see” (Darling-Hammond, 
1998).  As a result, researchers focused on new and different structures for effective professional 
development opportunities (Garet et al., 2001). 
Reform category.  Reform types of professional development included study groups, 
mentoring, and coaching (Garet et al., 2001).  These types of professional development 
opportunities spanned longer periods of time with more contact hours.  Garet empirically 
compared the effects of different characteristics of professional development on teachers’ 
learning through a national probability sample of 1,027 math and science teachers.  The 
participating teachers reported that longer activities and more contact hours promoted enhanced 
knowledge and skills.  Similarly, in a three-year longitudinal study of 207 teachers in 30 schools, 
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Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, and Birman (2002) found that the reform type of professional 
development had a positive effect on teachers by changing their classroom practices.  The length 
of the courses did not play a role in this study. 
Effects of Collective Participation on Professional Development   
In a 2002 study, Desimone et al. found that collective participation was a structural 
component of professional development.  The researchers emphasized the importance of groups 
of teachers from the same school, grade-level, or department working and collaborating.  
Researchers reported that collective participation and active learning during professional 
development opportunities increased the level of coherence for teachers.  Collaborative 
professional development with groups of teachers from the same school, district, or department 
improved teacher knowledge and instructional changes in the classroom.  In another study, a six- 
year longitudinal and collaborative narrative study, a group of teachers and teacher educators 
worked together as a group to better their teaching practices.  Members of the group pre-defined 
their proposed growth through goal setting.  Members attributed their level of professional 
growth to shared inquiry and professional discourse.  Teachers reported an increased 
understanding of teaching, increased confidence, and an increased sense of professionalism 
(Freidus et al., 2009).  A study from the Collaboration Centers Project (2000) concluded that 
professional development needed to be collaborative and that learning required mutual 
exchanges, dialogues, and constant challenges.  This three year federally funded program, 
addressed the need to provide quality professional development to support English language 
learners.  In order for this to take place, teachers needed to develop a relationship that fostered 
collegiality and collaboration (Musanti & Pence, 2010). 
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Teaching is about thoughtfully engaging with practice beyond the technical; it is about 
using the cauldron of practice to expose pedagogy (especially one’s own) to scrutiny.  In 
so doing, collaborative inquiry into the shared teaching and learning experiences of 
teacher education practices can begin to bring to the surface the sophisticated thinking, 
decision making, and pedagogical reasoning that underpins pedagogical expertise so that 
it might not only be recognized but also be purposefully developed” (Loughran, 2014, p. 
275). 
Effects of Duration on Professional Development 
Intensive professional development helped teachers increase content knowledge and shift 
instructional practices (Borko, 2004). 
An analysis of well-designed experimental studies found that a set of programs that 
offered substantial contact hours of professional development (ranging from 30 to 100 
hours in total) spread over six to 12 months showed a positive and significant effect on 
student achievement gains (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009, p. 43). 
Longer activities provided more opportunities for teachers to make connections, share 
experiences, align with standards, and collaborate with colleagues (Garet et al., 2001).  However, 
time alone cannot produce quality professional development.  “In terms of effects on student 
learning, then, total contact time is not as important a dimension of teacher in-service as is the 
content that is actually taught” (Kennedy, 1998, p. 22). 
Effects of Content Focused Professional Development   
To teach students specific content material, teachers needed a solid understanding of 
content.  In the longitudinal study by Garet et al., (2001) activities focused on content were more 
likely to enhance knowledge and skills.  Teachers identified content that students misunderstood 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
41 
or confused, which ultimately affected student learning (Kennedy, 1998).  Professional 
development that focused on a specific practice with a content specific focus supported the use 
of that practice in the classroom (Desimone et al., 2002). 
Chapter II Summary 
There are many challenges associated with the education of English Language Learners.  
Teachers need to understand cultural differences and literacy strategies and interventions.  It is 
important to provide training to educators about the specific needs of ELLs.  General education 
teachers and ENL teachers must also be open to collaboration and co-teaching.  The level of 
collaboration makes the program more successful and enhances ELL achievement.  Teachers 
who value teamwork and learning through mistakes make an academic impact on ELLs. 
Prior research addressed literacy strategies (August et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2014), 
co-teaching challenges (Hargreaves, 1994; Davison, 2006), and the need for quality professional 
development to address teachers’ beliefs and perceptions (Shim, 2014; Tran, 2015; Vadasy, 
Sanders, & Nelson, 2015).  This research coordinated ideas from these studies to continue to 
explore teachers’ beliefs about literacy strategies and the ENL model of instruction. 
The next chapter presents the research design, the methods, and the measures that the 
researcher will use in this study.  It will describe the overall purpose of the study, as well as list 
the research questions and the instrument that the researcher employed.  Chapters 4 and 5 will 
present the findings, data analysis, methodological limitations, conclusions, and 
recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter III 
Research Design and Methodology 
In the current chapter, the researcher presents the goals, the research questions that 
guided this study, and a foundation for the use of Q methodology.  This chapter also describes Q 
methodology and its implementation in an exploratory study. 
The researcher designed this study to identify the shared viewpoints of general education 
teachers regarding reading instructional practices for English Language Learners and the 
teachers’ perceptions about the integrated ENL period of English Language Arts.  Participants 
ranked the Q statements provided by the researcher.  From the results of this mixed methods 
approach, the researcher identified and analyzed common models of beliefs.  This analysis 
demonstrated similar perspectives of teachers within each model.  Results from this study will 
inform teachers about common opinions and strengthen classroom practices to support English 
Language Learners. 
Research Questions 
The researcher designed the research questions (RQ) to reveal the participants’ 
perceptions of teaching reading to ELLs and their opinions about co-teaching during the 
integrated ENL period of instruction.  This study addressed three research questions in an 
attempt to analyze these beliefs. 
RQ1: What are the shared models of belief held by general education teachers 
about the integrated co-teaching period of ENL instruction? 
RQ2: What are the shared models of belief held by general education teachers 
about the best practices needed to teach reading to English Language Learners? 
RQ3: How do RQ1 and RQ2 relate to each other? 
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Theoretical Framework and Research Approach 
Q methodology is a research methodology that focuses on the first person viewpoints of 
its participants.  A Q study has the ability to reveal common viewpoints among its participants 
and provide an understanding of the topic. 
By using psychometric and operational principles in collaboration with statistics and 
factor-analytic techniques, researchers can examine functions of human behavior and 
subjectivity quantitatively.  Q methodology is the quantitative study of subjective phenomena 
like beliefs, attitudes, perceptions, and values.  It provides a mixed methods approach because it 
brings qualitative research into the quantitative realm (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). 
In the lexicon of the methodology, subjectivity refers to the communication of a personal 
point of view; accordingly, a fundamental principle informing the methodology is 
subjective communicability.  Subjectivity is inherently expressive and tied to the human 
capacity for sharing impressions through language or other sensory means.  It consists of 
an individual’s subjective utterances, whether spoken privately to oneself or publically in 
a social setting.  Subjective expressions are found everywhere; they are anchored in self-
reference— an “internal” frame of reference relating to anything about which an 
individual expresses a point of view (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 2) 
Q methodology is exploratory and designed to allow individuals to self-categorize in 
order to express viewpoints and beliefs.  Participants express their viewpoints through a Q sort.  
The researcher accomplishes the exploratory design by rank ordering Q sample stimuli according 
to a condition of instruction.  Conditions of instruction may describe concepts with varying 
viewpoints.  Participants then sort these concepts, which are usually in the form of statements or 
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pictures, based on their viewpoints.  The analysis of sorted data combines the use of correlations 
and Q mode factor analysis or principal component analysis. 
Condition of Instruction 
A condition of instruction (COI) is a statement that provides participants with a purpose 
for sorting the Q statements.  It provides participants with the study goal to focus their ability to 
sort the statements in a meaningful way.  It serves as a guide (McKeown & Thomas, 2013).  
Examples of COIs can be: 
• “Sort the items according to those with which you most agree (+ 5) to those with which 
you most disagree (− 5)” (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 26). 
• “What are your own experiences of foster care?  Please sort the provided items in order to 
best describe that experience” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 56). 
The COI defines the continuum to enable the participants to distribute the Q statements 
appropriately (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). 
Samples in Q Studies 
There are two samples in Q methodology: (a) the participant sample (P-set), and (b) the 
statements (Q-set). 
The person sample is important purposively as a qualitative, theoretical sample akin to a 
focus group, while the Q statements sample is important statistically for the assumptions 
of factor analysis and substantively as a sample of the conceptual domain under 
investigation (Levitt & Red Owl, 2013, p. 393) 
The P-set is usually group based and determined based on a specific type of sample of which 
there are many different types, including purposive, randomized, and convenience.  Brown 
(1980) discussed the importance of creating a P-set that had theoretical relevance to the problem, 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
45 
rather than an accidental or randomized person-sample. 
P sets, as in the case of Q samples, provide breadth and comprehensiveness so as to 
maximize confidence that the major factors at issue have been manifested using a 
particular set of persons and a particular set of Q statements (p. 194) 
Researchers use Q studies to identify conceptual similarities, rather than personal beliefs, so a 
large sample size does not add value to the study (Brown, 1980; Stephenson, 2014; Watts & 
Stenner, 2012).  The design of a Q study requires small numbers of participants (Watts & 
Stenner, 2012).  “Studies seeking to determine the character and range of points of view on a 
given topic are, by Q’s standards, extensive, even though a person sample of 30 to 50 
participants is typically considered adequate for such purpose” (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 
32). 
Researchers most often deliver Q sets in the form of statements about a particular theme.  
The researcher designs the Q-set to answer the research questions that must not contain biased or 
opinionated statements.  The goal is to allow respondents to express their thoughts free from 
frustration through a balanced Q-set that is either structured or unstructured.  A structured Q-set 
creates statements that cover specific themes or concourses.  This helps to ensure balanced 
representation (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  The researcher uses an unstructured Q-set when the 
topic has an underdeveloped theory.  Unstructured Q-sets provide statements that may over or 
under sample opinions, which increases the chance of poor representation (McKeown & 
Thomas, 2013). 
Q-sort Template and Process 
The researcher presents the participants in a Q study with a Q sample.  One administers 
the Q sample to participants in a prearranged or forced-choice, quasi-normal, fixed distribution, 
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based on a ranking value (most disagree to most agree).  Participants produce a Q sort, which 
illustrates the personal beliefs held by that participant.  The researcher uses the sorting template 
to force a specific number of items to a specified value (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
Methodologists recommend that Q sets contain approximately 40 to 80 items.  This 
allows for adequate coverage of the subject matter and provides participants with a task that is 
not too demanding. 
The construction of each item is important.  Each item should contain one positively 
phrased proposition or qualification to support the participants’ ability to sort without conflict.  If 
items contain a double negative or a double-barreled element, it becomes difficult for the 
participant to analyze the statement.  For example, the statement I do not enjoy attending class 
can be confusing for respondents.  If the participant disagreed with this statement, he or she 
would negatively rank the statement in order to make it positive (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
The researcher asks participants to sort the Q statements into fixed number piles.  The 
participants self-reference and synthesize through this process of distribution (McKeown & 
Thomas, 2013).  If the participants agree with the statement, they place it by the positive 
columns of varying levels of agreement; and if they disagree, they place it in the negative 
columns of varying levels of disagreement.  Participants place less salient statements in and near 
the 0 column. 
It is a determination that only the sorter can bestow by placing at the poles those items 
bearing positive and negative salience vis-à-vis other items in his or her opinion.  Hence, 
the middle score (0) is not an average but a point neutral in meaning and without 
psychological significance (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 65) 
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When participants decide the placement of an item, they create functional relationships with 
other items in the sort.  “A concourse of communication consists of transitive thought: the free-
flowing, unpredictable, and spontaneous interchange of subjective narratives” (McKeown & 
Thomas, 2013, p. 25).  Participants do not produce a sort by reason, but by the feelings 
associated with each statement (Stephenson, 2014).  The sort becomes a conscious comparison 
(Levitt & Red Owl, 2013). 
Concourse in Q Methodology 
Shared understandings create concourses.  Although the meaning may be different for 
each individual person, the general belief is a concourse (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; 
Stephenson, 2014; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  Stephenson (2014) suggested that a concourse is a 
theme running through a factor or through a collection of feelings or presentations.  Reason does 
not produce a concourse.  Feelings do.  “Presentations fend for themselves in ostensible learning 
and imagination, subject to fortuitous experiences, in common conversation, singing songs, 
viewing television, reading for fun, etc., in countless situations and musings, lived at random” (p. 
44).  Therefore, concourse is an important principle for communication.  Every idea has its 
concourse and meaning (Stephenson, 2014). 
Factor Analysis 
Charles Spearman (1904) invented factor analysis (1904) and used it to study the 
relationships between traits, also known as the R method (Brown, 1980).  Q methodology uses 
factor analysis to identify commonalities between variables.  Researchers use correlation 
statistics to measure the degree of agreement between two sets of variables.  To analyze 
correlations in a meaningful way, researchers utilize z scores or standardization scores.  Z scores 
give researchers the opportunity to compare the results of unlike units by mathematically 
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calculating the distance between the absolute score and the mean average score of a measured 
sample.  “The process of correlation then yields a variable by variable correlation matrix that 
allows the associations between all of a series of m variables to be observed” (Watts & Stenner, 
2012, p. 10).  Through data reduction, the latent variables in the correlation matrix become 
factors.  “Application of factor analysis across a whole data set typically leads to the emergence 
of a small number of such factors, which, taken together, can be used to facilitate a greatly 
simplified (or reduced) explanation of the many manifest associations captured in the original 
correlation matrix” (p. 10).  The factors represent shared sets of beliefs in Q methodology 
(McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
Transposed Data Matrix 
Q methodology organizes data in a different way.  A traditional data matrix has persons 
in the rows and variables in the columns.  In Q methodology, the focus of the analysis is on the 
relationship among the subjects, so the researcher transposes the organization of the data.  The 
rows represent variables and the columns represent subjects.  “As a consequence of these 
changes, it is also persons (not tests, traits or other types of variables) that load onto the emergent 
factors of an inverted factor analytic study” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 72).  In this transposed 
state, the researcher transforms the Q statements to cases, in which the people transform to 
variables (Wottawa, 2015).  Visual inspection of loadings detects similar, opposing, and 
unrelated viewpoints. 
Q Mode Factor Analysis 
Q factors and Q models.  Q factors identify groups that share common subjectivities.  
After the researcher identifies the clusters, the researcher develops models.  The researcher 
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organizes data into Q-models, or theme based levels of agreement, after identifying themes and 
factor loadings.  Themes are important to understand the shared viewpoints for specific factors. 
Models emerge with either a positive or a negative salience.  A salient statement appears 
away from the center of the distribution.  Positive consensus indicates that the statements 
characterized as positive and salient are across all Q models.  A negative consensus indicates that 
the statements identified as negative and salient are across all Q models.  Statements at the center 
of the template indicate non-salience.  The subjects considered these statements least important. 
After visual inspection of similar viewpoints, Q methodology employs “by person” factor 
analysis.  High factor loadings, determined by the eigenvalue, help to define the factors.  The 
researcher also utilizes eigenvalues for the calculation of variance in the Q sorts explained by 
that factor. 
Validity 
Q methodology relies on small numbers of participants due to the exploratory nature of 
the study. The subjects provide insight into their own perspectives.  The collected views are 
subjective and vary based on topic or issue.  The path begins with the exploration of subjective 
and personal views.  Validity tests do not look at individual difference and, therefore, researchers 
cannot use them with the psychometric framework of Q methodology (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013; Stephenson, 1953).  “Nothing operationally defined can be referred to, by which we 
indicate why there is this agreement or disagreement” (Stephenson, 1953, p. 295). 
Reliability 
Reliability refers to the stability of responses (Creswell, 2013).  A test-retest reliability 
coefficient provides information about the expected stability of the measurement over a specific 
period.  For this reliability coefficient, a researcher administers the same assessment to groups of 
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participants on two different occasions.  Researchers interpret this coefficient based on the 
amount of time in-between test administrations and the expected stability of the respondents’ 
behavior.  Researchers or statisticians consider test-retest coefficients of .80 and .90 reliable.  
Brown (1980) suggested that if a single person took the same Q sort on two different occasions, 
the coefficients should be in the range of .80 and .90.  Researchers accept this range based on the 
standard criterion of α ≥ .71 for reliability measures used in R methodology-based studies.  
Brown (1980) found that a Q sort repeated by the same participants one year after the original 
sort resulted in 85% accuracy (Wottawa, 2016).  This exceeds the standard criterion. 
Research Design and Implementation 
Q Statement Sample 
 The researcher conducted a group interview and reviewed current literature to establish a 
48 statement Q-set.  In an effort to capture participant perspectives on ELLs and literacy 
techniques, the researcher used both relevant literature and a group interview as strategies for 
item sampling.  This helped to identify concourse and establish the Q-set. 
The interview included eight elementary teachers.  Table 3.1 illustrates the grade level 
assignment for each interviewee.  Grade level teachers voluntarily participated in this group 
interview to share and discuss their experiences about integrated ENL.  All participants were 
female with 15 to 32 years of classroom teaching experience (M= 20.1).  Half of the participants 
(50 %) had at least 20 years of teaching experience.  All attendees held master’s degrees and 
received tenure in their current school district. 
The group interview took place in an elementary school on Long Island.  The researcher 
used a nominal group technique to develop the Q-set in May of 2018.  In this technique, 
members listened to one stimulus question at a time and silently generated ideas.  Participants 
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shared ideas with the group and eliminated any duplicates.  The group collectively discussed the 
remaining ideas.  The shared knowledge from this communication represented the overall gist or 
concourse (Watts & Stenner 2012).  The process took one hour to complete and resulted in the 
development of a Q-set with 48 statements.  Two additional people attended the meeting and 
took notes on the discussion in order to have clear documentation of the natural and operant 
language that people used during the interview.  The researcher analyzed the transcript and used 
it to support the development of the Q-set and themes. 
Table 3.1 
Teacher Interviewees and Assigned Grade Levels 
Interviewee Grade 
I1 Fifth 
I2 Fifth 
I3 Fourth 
I4 Third 
I5 Second 
I6 First 
I7 Kindergarten 
I8 Kindergarten 
Total 
Interviewees 8 
  
 
Stimulus questions.  The researcher created stimulus questions for the group interview 
based on operant language from current research.  A focused interview protocol ensured that (a) 
conversation focused on the study’s objective, (b) natural digression occurred during the 
interview, and (c) participants generated ideas through group discussion (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013).  The researcher used the stimulus questions to increase discussion without imposing bias 
(Manouvrier, 2013). 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
52 
FGQ1: What reading strategies are the most beneficial for ELLs? 
FGQ2: What is the best method for ELLs to develop English vocabulary? 
FGQ3: What is the biggest challenge associated with the integrated ENL model? 
FGQ4:  What benefits are associated with the integrated period of ENL? 
FGQ5: How do you collaborate with the ENL teacher? 
FGQ6: What professional development opportunities have you had in relation to an integrated 
ENL model? 
FGQ7: How does the home environment affect language development? 
Q Statement Sample 
 Four main themes emerged from the group interview and review of current literature: (a) 
best practices; (b) professional development; (c) collaboration; and (d) beliefs about academic 
challenges.  Each theme contained 12 statements for a total of 48 statements (Q-set) presented in 
Table 3.2.  The statements are all between 60 and 70 characters in length.
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Table 3.2 
 
Q Statements by Theme 
A: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 1. I believe high academic expectations are always placed on 
ELLs 
2. I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently 
3. As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds  
4. I think vocabulary development is an essential component of 
reading 
5. I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer 
meaning 
6. I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement 
7. As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent 
activity 
8. I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ 
comprehension 
9. I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native 
languages 
10. I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen 
vocabulary 
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11. I believe it is important to always use a shared reading 
approach 
12. I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word 
practice  
 
B: Professional Development 1. My school district always provides staff with quality ENL 
training 
2. I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers 
3. I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL 
teacher 
4. I believe ENL professional development opportunities are 
meaningful 
5. I believe professional development opportunities are based on 
my needs 
6. I believe ENL professional development courses increase 
collaboration 
7. The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me  
8. I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness 
9. I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the 
district 
10. I always take an active role in designing ENL professional 
development 
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11. I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training 
sessions 
12. I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training 
opportunities 
 
C: Collaboration 1. I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement 
2. I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class 
3. I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically 
rewarding 
4. I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs 
5. I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from 
the class 
6. I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson 
plans 
7. I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom 
8. I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom 
9. It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the 
curriculum 
10. As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher 
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11. I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or 
outcome 
12. I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of 
ELLs 
 
D: Beliefs About Academic Challenges 1. I believe English is the language of American public schools 
2. As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational 
system 
3. I believe parental support is always important for student 
achievement 
4. As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents 
5. I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second 
language 
6. I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from 
ELLs 
7. I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement 
8. I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling 
9. I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities 
10. As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for 
ELLs 
11. I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I 
make 
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12. As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language 
deficiencies 
 
 
 
Note. Per Q protocol, anonymous group interview input and a review of current literature gave the researcher information to develop 
these statements. Volunteer teachers comprised the group whose answers to specific questions enabled the researcher to develop 12 
statements for each of the four themes. 
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P- set 
The voluntary P-set for this study analyzed the shared model of viewpoints of 32 general 
education teachers who co-teach ELLs in an integrated period of ELA.  The P-set included a 
purposive, non-random group of general education teachers from two Long Island schools. 
The researcher contacted two Long Island Superintendents to provide an overview of the 
study and received written permission to work with teachers in the school district (See Appendix 
A for letter).  Once the superintendents granted written approval, the researcher collaborated 
with building principals to invite the teachers to participate in an anonymous, online sorting 
activity related to ELLs, reading instruction, and co-teaching periods. 
The researcher asked participating school principals from two Long Island school 
districts to notify all general education teachers who participate in the integrated period of ENL 
instruction about the study, and to send them the link to the study.  Participation was voluntary 
and the researcher asked subjects to give consent before she used the data in this study. 
Before beginning the Q-sort, teachers: (a) knew the condition of instruction, (b) had 
assurance that the Q-sort and the information that they would provide on the open-ended 
questionnaire would be both anonymous and voluntary, and (c) received an invitation to a free 
workshop to review the findings, as well as an invitation to contact the researcher with any 
questions or concerns. 
Teachers sorted the statements based on their beliefs and answered optional demographic 
and open- ended questions. 
The COI for this study was: 
• Please sort these statements into the template in the way that best describes your views 
about the ENL integrated period and best practices. 
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Data Collection and Online Sorting Template 
The group interview and a review of literature established the Q-set, including themes 
and statements.  The researcher then created an online sorting template through HtmlQ (HtmlQ, 
2018) to organize the statements.  The researcher collected data using a one time, online, 
confidential survey.  This survey collected multiple types of data, including relevant 
demographic information, sorting statements (the Q-set), and open- ended questions related to 
beliefs about the integrated period of ENL and best instructional practices to teach reading to 
ELLs.  The demographic questions focused on personal characteristics and professional 
background, that is teaching experience, number of ENL courses taken, and the participants’ 
level of education.  The researcher incorporated these items into the analysis. 
Q sort template and scale.  Based on the statements developed from the group 
interview, subjects followed a quasi-normal, fixed distribution with a 9-point scale (-4 to +4) 
with slots for 48 statements (Q set).  The ranking anchors ranged from least agree to most agree.  
The rankings are important because the sorter created relationships with each statement.  
Participants synthesized each statement and created relationships among the other statements.  
Subjects did not evaluate a statement in isolation.  The forced choice feature increased the 
likelihood that subjects deliberated and focused on the details of each statement (McKeown & 
Thomas, 2013).  “Forced distributions, therefore, allow beliefs to emerge in the rank-ordering of 
the sample items.  Consequently, although free distributions do not impede statistical analysis 
(correlation and factor analysis), critical information can be lost” (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, 
p. 66).  The researcher designed the template design for the Q sort data set with M = 0.00, SD = 
2.06, Skewness = 0.00, and Kurtosis = 2.31, approximating a normal distribution as shown in 
Figure 3.1. 
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Least Agree              Most Agree 
  
Figure 3.1.  The Q-set for this template consists of 48 ranking positions with a 9-point scale ranging from -4 to 4, least agree to most 
agree. 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  
-2 -1 0 1 2   
-2 -1 0 1 2   
-1 0 1    
-1 0 1    
2 4 6 8 8 8 6 4 2
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Procedure 
Participation began with an introduction to the survey and the giving of informed 
consent.  The introduction included the purpose of the study, whereupon the participant either 
agreed or declined to participate.  If the participant agreed to participate, the study began.  The 
participant read 48 statements, one at a time, and placed them into one of three categories.  The 
three categories represented whether he or she agreed with a statement more than other 
statements, less than other statements, or had no opinion about the statement.  After the 
categorization of each statement, respondents received the condition of instruction through a 
pop-up window that contained text.  HtmlQ prompted respondents based on the participants’ 
progress in the sort. 
There were five steps in the survey.  At any point during the survey, participants could 
click a “Help” button to review the directions for that specific stage of the survey.  Participants 
sorted the statements onto the template (displayed in Figure 3.1).  The survey asked participants 
to sort the Q statements into fixed number piles.  The participants self-referenced and 
synthesized through this process of distribution (McKeown & Thomas, 2013).  If the participants 
agreed with the statement, they placed it by the positive columns of varying levels of agreement; 
and if they disagreed, they placed it in the negative columns of varying levels of disagreement.  
Participants placed less salient statements in and near the 0 column.  In step 3, participants made 
corrections to their sorts as necessary.  Participants then confirmed the completion of the sort by 
clicking “continue” and a new text box appeared with instructions for the next step of the survey.  
Step 4 of the survey provided participants with an opportunity to share their thoughts about the 
two statements they most agreed with and least agreed with.  After the completion of the sort, 
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participants answered three demographic questions and one open ended response about their 
beliefs about the integrated period of ENL and best practices. 
The researcher used data from participants who spent at least five minutes or more on the 
survey.  In actuality, all respondents spent more than five minutes responding to the anonymous 
survey.  Therefore, the researcher analyzed all 32 surveys.  The median time spent on this survey 
was 22.94 minutes as shown in Table 3.3. 
After the online sort, the researcher conducted a “by person” Factor Analysis because Q 
methodology uses factor analysis to identify commonalities between variables.  Thus, the 
researcher used correlation statistics to measure the degree of agreement between two sets of 
variables.  To analyze these correlations in a meaningful way, the researcher utilized z scores or 
standardization scores.  Z scores gave the researcher the opportunity to compare the results of 
unlike units by mathematically calculating the distance between the absolute score and the mean 
average score of a measured sample.  Through data reduction, the latent variables in the 
correlation matrix became factors.  These factors represent shared sets of beliefs in Q 
methodology (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
The researcher used Stata/IC version 14.2 for all statistical analyses and calculations. 
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Table 3.3 
Survey Completion Time in Minutes 
 
 
Survey Completion Time in Minutes Frequency Percent Cumulative
7.43 1 3.12 3.12
7.62 1 3.12 6.25
8.32 1 3.12 9.38
9.10 1 3.12 12.50
10.72 1 3.12 15.62
10.75 1 3.12 18.75
10.83 1 3.12 21.88
11.52 1 3.12 25.00
13.28 1 3.12 28.12
13.33 1 3.12 31.25
14.52 1 3.12 34.38
14.63 1 3.12 37.50
16.10 1 3.12 40.62
17.00 1 3.12 43.75
17.07 1 3.12 46.88
22.80 1 3.12 50.00
23.07 1 3.12 53.12
23.48 1 3.12 56.25
24.70 1 3.12 59.38
27.22 1 3.12 62.50
29.40 1 3.12 65.62
31.27 1 3.12 68.75
32.05 1 3.12 71.88
32.40 1 3.12 75.00
32.98 1 3.12 78.12
35.10 1 3.12 81.25
36.92 1 3.12 84.38
38.25 1 3.12 87.50
41.75 1 3.12 90.62
57.58 1 3.12 93.75
75.87 1 3.12 96.88
110.07 1 3.12 100.00
Total 32 3.12
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Covariates 
The researcher used educational background as the first covariate employed in this study 
as shown in Table 3.4.  This covariate assessed if educational level (i.e., bachelor’s degree, 
master’s degree, advanced certificate, or doctorate) influenced belief systems.  The researcher 
used educational experience as the second covariate, for years of teaching experience may affect 
the participants’ views on teaching and learning.  The researcher displayed participants’ years of 
experience in Table 3.5.  The researcher added the third covariate to gain an understanding of the 
participants’ exposure to ENL coursework. 
Table 3.4 
Teaching Experience 
 
 
Teaching Experience in Years Frequency Percent Cumulative
4 2 6.25 6.25
6 2 6.25 12.50
10 1 3.12 15.62
12 1 3.12 18.75
14 1 3.12 21.88
15 5 15.62 37.50
16 1 3.12 40.62
17 1 3.12 43.75
18 2 6.25 50.00
19 1 3.12 53.12
20 6 18.75 71.88
21 1 3.12 75.00
22 1 3.12 78.12
23 1 3.12 81.25
24 1 3.12 84.38
27 1 3.12 87.50
28 1 3.12 90.62
31 2 6.25 96.88
35 1 8.33 100.00
Total 32 100.00
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Table 3.5 
Highest Degree 
 
Ethical Consideration 
The researcher made every effort to maintain the ethical integrity of this Q 
methodological study.  The Long Island University Institutional Review Board reviewed the 
study design and research began after IRB approval. 
Prior to participating in this research study, the researcher provided teachers with the 
following information through clear instructions and a consent form packet.  Before beginning 
the Q-sort, teachers: (a) knew the condition of instruction, (b) had the assurance that the Q-sort 
and information that they provided on the open- ended questions were both anonymous and 
voluntary, (c) received an invitation to contact the researcher with any questions or concerns, and 
(d) were invited to attend a voluntary meeting to discuss the findings of this study. 
Methodological Limitations 
Q methodology has limitations that the researcher considered prior to deciding to use it as 
the research design for this study.  One limitation is the complexity of explaining the process to 
the participants (Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013).  Many critics believe that the 
sorting process is above the cognitive ability of many people, although many successful studies 
exist.  Some include participants of varying ages, starting at age three (McKeown & Thomas, 
2013).  Another limitation to the use of Q methodology is generalizability.  Due to the nature of 
Highest Degree Frequency Percent Cumulative
Master's Degree 6 18.75 18.75
Master's Degree plus additional credits 22 68.75 87.5
Advanced Certificate 3 9.38 96.88
Doctoral Degree 1 3.12 100.00
Total 32 100.00
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the study and its unique ability to identify commonalities within personal beliefs, the researcher 
cannot generalize the information.  The researcher used the qualitative interpretations from this 
study primarily as hypothesis-generating research (Levitt & Red Owl, 2013). 
The next chapter will present the findings of the study based on the methods discussed 
above.  That is, Chapter IV will provide an analysis of the Q sorts and an analysis of factor 
loadings based on eigenvalues.  Chapter V will present the findings and shared viewpoints 
discovered in the study.
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
67 
 
Chapter IV 
Results 
 The purpose of this research was to discover and analyze the shared viewpoints held by 
general education teachers about the integrated period of ENL and best practices for teaching 
reading to ELLs.  This study examined the relationship of teachers’ beliefs about co-teaching and 
teaching English language learners reading skills.  Additionally, the researcher designed the study 
to discover the extent the researcher may associate demographic factors with shared viewpoints of 
teachers as these views relate to the integrated period of ENL. 
 The researcher organized this chapter into three parts.  Part 1 presents the findings with 
regard to Research Question 1 (see Chapter III, p. 39), identifies four models of shared 
viewpoints, salient and non-salient statements, and consensus statements related to general 
education teachers’ beliefs about the integrated period of ENL during ELA instruction.  Part 2 
responds to Research Question 2 (see Chapter III, p. 39) and provides data about demographic 
characteristics.  Part 3 answers Research Question 3 (see Chapter III, p.39). 
PART 1 
Shared Viewpoints About the Integrated Period of ENL Instruction 
Analysis of Data 
 After completing preparation for the data collection process, which consisted of a focused 
review of literature and group interviews, the researcher administered a survey and conducted Q-
mode factor analysis to identify sampled teachers’ shared or similar views.  She used the shared 
views to develop Q models. 
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 The researcher first extracted four factors from the initial factor analysis rotation based 
on three selection techniques: (a) a visual inspection of the scree plot, (b) application of the 
modified latent root criterion (eigenvalue) where EV ≥	2.0, (c) Horn’s Parallel Analysis to 
exclude factors that exist by chance alone, and (d) consideration of the proportion of explained 
variance by the individual factors. 
 Scree plot.  The researcher created the scree plot using the statistical program Stata/IC 
version 14.2.  The scree plot provides a visual inspection of factors that explains the largest 
amount of variance.  Figure 4.1 presents the scree plot of eigenvalues from the matrix. 
  
Figure 4.1. Scree plot of eigenvalues by factor number.  The researcher used this scree plot to 
determine the four factors to extract, rotate, analyze, and interpret. 
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 Kaiser-Gutman criterion.  Kaiser’s Rule, or the Latent Root Criterion, is another way of 
choosing the number of factors to extract and rotate.  The researcher applied a modified Latent 
Root Criterion, where EV ≥	1.5.  That resulted in the extraction of factors that explain at least as 
much variance as one and a half participants.  Four factors in the set met this criterion. 
 Horn’s parallel analysis.  The researcher also used Horn’s Parallel Analysis to identify 
the number of factors to extract and rotate.  In this analysis, the researcher used the total data set 
to generate 30 random data sets with the same criteria.  The researcher utilized factor analysis for 
each of the 30 data sets and created eigenvalues for each set.  The adjusted eigenvalue should be 
greater than zero as shown in Figure 4.2. 
 
Figure 4.2. Horn’s Parallel Analysis identifies factors for extraction and rotation. 
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 Percentage of variance.  The researcher investigated the percentage of variance 
explained by each of the rotated factors.  Two factors explained 37.8 % of the sorting patterns.  
All four factors accounted for 61 % of the data set of views from elementary general education 
teachers on the integrated period of ENL. 
Factor rotation.  Table 4.1 illustrates the four-factor solution, which presents the sorted 
factor loadings of the respective factors and their eigenvalues, and explains their percentages of 
variance and the proportion of variance not explained by the four factors taken together (U).  To 
interpret the factors, this researcher used a cutoff criterion for factor loadings of λ ≥ |+/-.40|, 
which is conventional practice.  Loadings satisfying the criterion are color-highlighted in green.
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Table 4.1 
 
Rotated Factor Loadings
Case Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 U
Case04 .756 .181 .156 -.002 .371
Case16 .728 -.013 .101 .097 .449
Case07 .688 .329 .056 .346 .296
Case19 .687 .263 .358 .193 .294
Case14 .611 -.067 .287 .180 .507
Case02 .599 .561 .160 .077 .296
Case06 .577 .556 .106 .270 .273
Case30 .568 .513 .185 .235 .324
Case03 .566 .562 -.093 -.165 .328
Case13 .559 .540 .221 .159 .322
Case29 .548 .438 .114 -.268 .422
Case20 .522 .306 .236 -.085 .571
Case23 -.009 .686 .420 .187 .319
Case21 -.008 .668 .305 -.014 .461
Case24 .175 .637 .072 .346 .439
Case05 .111 .623 -.133 .014 .582
Case08 .550 .615 .161 .280 .215
Case18 .523 .528 .015 .387 .298
Case25 .376 .513 .098 .250 .524
Case11 .380 .435 .055 .392 .509
Case15 .106 .216 .801 .059 .298
Case10 .075 .056 .731 .029 .455
Case32 .411 .092 .728 .071 .287
Case27 .551 .201 .592 .169 .276
Case26 .185 .113 .560 .468 .421
Case01 .421 .073 .522 .299 .456
Case12 .145 .009 .514 .321 .612
Case31 .436 -.089 .233 .720 .230
Case28 -.144 -.042 .545 .662 .242
Case17 .516 .350 .021 .616 .232
Case09 .263 .402 .197 .608 .362
Case22 -.121 .208 .118 .457 .720
EV 6.828 5.268 4.088 3.426
% 21.339 16.463 12.775 10.705
61.281
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
72 
Note. Total variance explained = 61.28%. EV = eigenvalue. % = % of variance explained.  Green 
= cases that satisfy λ	≥	|+.40|. 
 
The total proportion of variance explained by this four-factor solution is 61.28% (Σs2 = 
.612).  All cases (100%) load at or above the conventional cutoff of λ ≥ |+/-.40| on at least one 
factor.  Therefore, the four-factor model is sufficient to explain all or some of the views held by 
survey participants.  The highest loadings represent the best available reflections from 
elementary school teachers on the integrated period of ENL instruction.  The remaining 
unexplained variance (U = 38.72 %) may represent unique viewpoints that the Q sort did not 
capture. 
Unique Loadings 
Unique loadings are cases that load above the conventional cutoff of λ ≥ |+/-.40|.  
Specific Q sorts with λ ≥ |+/-.40| define factors and become factor exemplars.  A case that loads 
at or above the criterion on a given factor is at least a partial representation of that person’s 
viewpoint.  An above criterion loading is the highest positive or unique loading for that case’s 
viewpoint.  A model represents a viewpoint and all of the statements in the model represent a 
view.  The researcher retained the absolute value of high factor loadings, including cross-
loadings, for each case above .40.  These unique loadings represent the most important beliefs of 
the participants. 
Unique loadings for QM1. 
Table 4.2 displays the unique factor loading for QM1.  In QM1, the researcher retained 
19 cases, which represents 59.37 % of all respondents.  These 19 cases loaded on or above 
criterion and represent the highest positive or unique loading for that case’s viewpoint.  Each 
case had a high factor loading above .40. 
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Table 4.2 
QM1: Unique Loadings 
  
Unique loadings for QM2. 
Table 4.3 represents the unique positive loadings for QM2.  In this model, the researcher 
retained 15 cases, representing 46.87 % of participants in the study.  These 15 cases loaded on or 
above criterion and represent the highest positive or unique loading for that case’s viewpoint.  
Each case had a high factor loading above .40. 
Case Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 U
Case04 .756 .181 .156 -.002 .371
Case16 .728 -.013 .101 .097 .449
Case07 .688 .329 .056 .346 .296
Case19 .687 .263 .358 .193 .294
Case14 .611 -.067 .287 .180 .507
Case02 .599 .561 .160 .077 .296
Case06 .577 .556 .106 .270 .273
Case30 .568 .513 .185 .235 .324
Case03 .566 .562 -.093 -.165 .328
Case13 .559 .540 .221 .159 .322
Case29 .548 .438 .114 -.268 .422
Case20 .522 .306 .236 -.085 .571
Case08 .550 .615 .161 .280 .215
Case18 .523 .528 .015 .387 .298
Case32 .411 .092 .728 .071 .287
Case27 .551 .201 .592 .169 .276
Case01 .421 .073 .522 .299 .456
Case31 .436 -.089 .233 .720 .230
Case17 .516 .350 .021 .616 .232
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Table 4.3 
QM2: Unique Loadings 
   
 
Unique loadings for QM3. 
Table 4.4 shows that the researcher retained nine cases having unique positive loadings in 
QM3.  This represents 28.12 % of the participants in the study.  These nine cases loaded on or 
above criterion and represent the highest positive or unique loading for that case’s viewpoint.  
Each case had a high factor loading above .40.
Case Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 U
Case02 .599 .561 .160 .077 .296
Case06 .577 .556 .106 .270 .273
Case30 .568 .513 .185 .235 .324
Case03 .566 .562 -.093 -.165 .328
Case13 .559 .540 .221 .159 .322
Case29 .548 .438 .114 -.268 .422
Case23 -.009 .686 .420 .187 .319
Case21 -.008 .668 .305 -.014 .461
Case24 .175 .637 .072 .346 .439
Case05 .111 .623 -.133 .014 .582
Case08 .550 .615 .161 .280 .215
Case18 .523 .528 .015 .387 .298
Case25 .376 .513 .098 .250 .524
Case11 .380 .435 .055 .392 .509
Case09 .263 .402 .197 .608 .362
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Table 4.4 
QM3: Unique Loadings 
  
Unique loading for QM4. 
 
Table 4.5 represents the high positive loadings for QM4.  In this model, the researcher 
retained six cases, representing 18.75 % of the respondents in this study.  These six cases loaded 
on or above criterion and represent the highest positive or unique loading for that case’s 
viewpoint.  Each case had a high factor loading above .40. 
Table 4.5 
QM4: Unique Loadings 
 
Q Models of Shared Viewpoints Regarding the Integrated Period of ENL 
RQ1: What are the Shared Models of Belief Held by General Education Teachers 
About the Integrated Co-Teaching Period of ENL Instruction? 
Case Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 U
Case23 -.009 .686 .420 .187 .319
Case15 .106 .216 .801 .059 .298
Case10 .075 .056 .731 .029 .455
Case32 .411 .092 .728 .071 .287
Case27 .551 .201 .592 .169 .276
Case26 .185 .113 .560 .468 .421
Case01 .421 .073 .522 .299 .456
Case12 .145 .009 .514 .321 .612
Case28 -.144 -.042 .545 .662 .242
Case Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 U
Case26 .185 .113 .560 .468 .421
Case31 .436 -.089 .233 .720 .230
Case28 -.144 -.042 .545 .662 .242
Case17 .516 .350 .021 .616 .232
Case09 .263 .402 .197 .608 .362
Case22 -.121 .208 .118 .457 .720
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Q factors represent clusters of common viewpoints (the four factor model represents 
these clusters of persons).  Researchers develop Q models based on the content of the 
commonalities found in each factor.  In this study, the researcher standardized the factor scores 
to z scores.  The researcher then converted the z scores to Q scores, similar to the original sorting 
template (see Figure 3.1 in chapter 3).  This standardized factor score (z) provides the ability to 
compare statements across models.  Thus, the Q scores form the four statistical Q models that 
explain teachers’ beliefs about the integrated period of ENL during ELA instruction.  In each 
model, the researcher organized the statements based on salience.  Salient statements are 
statements that appear away from the middle of the template distribution.  In this study, 
statements with a Q-score of Q ≥ | 2 | are defined as salient.  These statements are important to 
understand the Q sort.  The sorters’ level of significance for each statement is the basis for 
salience.  Statements placed at the poles have a greater significance to the sorter. 
Q Model 1: Collaborative Teachers who Build an Inclusive Learning Environment  
 The researcher describes this model as collaborative teachers who favor an inclusive 
learning environment.  As shown in Table 4.6, the researcher color- highlighted these teachers’ 
positive salient statements in green and negative salient statements in yellow.  The researcher 
considered all other statements non-salient because the respondents considered them least 
important.  This model represents 21.34 % of the total variance.
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Table 4.6 
  
Q Model 1
Item Z1 Q1 Theme Statement
13 1.94 4.01 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
28 1.72 3.54 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
27 1.60 3.30 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
26 1.49 3.08 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
33 1.44 2.98 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
15 1.21 2.50 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
42 1.17 2.41 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
30 1.09 2.25 C I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson plans
40 1.04 2.15 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
37 0.95 1.96 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically rewarding
12 0.93 1.92 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
18 0.87 1.80 C I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom
21 0.70 1.45 A I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary
25 0.50 1.03 B I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions
1 0.50 1.03 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
35 0.49 1.01 A I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach
23 0.37 0.76 C I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or outcome
19 0.35 0.72 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
3 0.30 0.61 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
9 0.27 0.55 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
14 0.21 0.43 A I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement
39 0.20 0.42 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
44 0.19 0.40 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
32 0.19 0.40 B I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers
31 0.10 0.20 A I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word practice
17 0.06 0.12 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
6 -0.01 -0.01 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
20 -0.04 -0.09 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
8 -0.30 -0.61 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
2 -0.38 -0.79 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
38 -0.43 -0.88 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
47 -0.49 -1.02 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
4 -0.58 -1.20 C It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum
11 -0.75 -1.56 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
48 -0.89 -1.84 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
5 -0.92 -1.90 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
46 -0.95 -1.96 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
29 -0.96 -1.99 A As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity
36 -1.03 -2.13 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
7 -1.03 -2.13 D I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from ELLs
45 -1.03 -2.13 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
22 -1.07 -2.21 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
16 -1.10 -2.26 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
24 -1.20 -2.47 B I believe professional development opportunities are based on my needs
10 -1.25 -2.58 C I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs
43 -1.54 -3.17 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
34 -1.57 -3.24 B I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training opportunities
41 -2.35 -4.85 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
EV 6.83
% 21.34
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Note. Eigenvalue= 6.83. % variance explained = 21.34 %. The researcher labeled the factorial design by 
theme type: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction (A), Professional Development (B), Collaboration (C), 
Beliefs about Academic Challenges (D).  
 
In this model, Statement 13 (As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the education 
system) was the most positive salient statement with a Q score = 4.01.  Statements 28 (I believe 
the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom) and 27 (I think vocabulary development is 
an essential component of reading) also had high Q scores for this model.  These statements 
reflect views that are inclusive and understanding of students’ diverse needs.  There is a sense of 
collaboration.  Statement 41 (I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class) was 
the highest negative salient statement in this model with a Q score of -4.85.  One participant 
shared:	
I believe that no one learns in a vaccuum [sic]and that all educators and support staff are 
responsible for my students' learning.  If we work together and share resources with one 
another, it is often beneficial and works to improve the entire school community. 
The researcher also found Statements 34 (I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training 
opportunities) and 10 (I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs) to be 
negatively salient.  These statements reflect the teachers’ views on the importance of 
collaboration.  Statement 41 illustrates the importance of working as a team to educate all 
students.  One respondent commented: 
My ENL co teacher [sic] is always an asset to our classroom. She brings knowledge, as 
well as fresh ideas into the room and supports not only the ELL's [sic] but the other 
students as well. She adapts to whatever we are learning and helps support instruction 
both during our push in [sic] time as well as her pull out [sic] time. She is not just a 
teacher of the ELL's [sic] but of all the kids in the class. When I am having trouble 
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making a teaching point sink in, she offers a different viewpoint or way of explaining the 
teaching point that helps support the language and meaning. 
Due to its negative salience, statement 43 (I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards 
schooling) suggests that, in this model, teachers feel that ELLs put enough effort into their 
schoolwork.  One respondent suggested, “They are starting out further behind other students, not 
due to ability level or capacity, but due to language, situation or environment [sic].” 
 In this Q model the teachers value ELLs and their families.  Teachers have high 
expectations for ELLs as learners and understand the importance of collaboration.  Instructional 
strategies include the use of vocabulary development skills and scaffolding. 
Q Model 2: Co-teachers who Value Professional Development Opportunities and Question 
the Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents  
The researcher identified the second model from the statement scores pattern shown in 
Table 4.7.  This model is described as “Co-teachers who Value Professional Development 
Opportunities and Question the Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents.”  This model represents 
16.46% of the total variance.  It represents the viewpoints shared uniquely by eight participants.  
Considering both unique and cross-loaded cases, Q Model 2 signifies the partial viewpoints of 14 
respondents, which represents 43.75 % of the respondents.  
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Table 4.7 
 
Q Model 2
Item Z2 Q2 Theme Statement
38 3.21 6.63 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
36 1.88 3.89 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
31 1.64 3.37 A I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word practice
32 1.59 3.27 B I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers
37 1.23 2.53 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically rewarding
25 1.08 2.23 B I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions
19 1.02 2.11 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
28 0.88 1.82 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
8 0.86 1.78 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
24 0.73 1.51 B I believe professional development opportunities are based on my needs
41 0.48 1.00 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
14 0.45 0.93 A I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement
22 0.44 0.91 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
23 0.36 0.74 C I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or outcome
30 0.35 0.72 C I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson plans
42 0.34 0.70 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
21 0.31 0.65 A I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary
44 0.30 0.62 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
6 0.25 0.52 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
5 0.22 0.45 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
7 0.20 0.41 D I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from ELLs
18 0.18 0.37 C I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom
27 0.14 0.29 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
26 0.13 0.26 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
34 0.04 0.08 B I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training opportunities
35 -0.21 -0.44 A I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach
9 -0.24 -0.50 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
15 -0.24 -0.50 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
3 -0.27 -0.56 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
4 -0.35 -0.72 C It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum
17 -0.35 -0.73 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
2 -0.41 -0.85 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
48 -0.41 -0.85 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
43 -0.43 -0.89 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
39 -0.49 -1.01 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
1 -0.53 -1.10 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
20 -0.68 -1.40 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
12 -0.69 -1.43 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
11 -0.85 -1.76 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
10 -0.97 -2.00 C I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs
33 -0.98 -2.03 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
16 -1.13 -2.33 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
47 -1.17 -2.42 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
46 -1.25 -2.59 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
45 -1.41 -2.91 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
40 -1.46 -3.01 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
29 -1.63 -3.36 A As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity
13 -2.15 -4.44 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
EV 5.27
% 16.46
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Note. Eigenvalue= 5.27. % variance explained = 16.46 %. The researcher labeled the factorial design by 
theme type: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction (A), Professional Development (B), Collaboration (C), 
Beliefs about Academic Challenges (D). 
 
As with the first model, teachers in Q Model 2 value collaboration.  Unlike the views of 
Q Model 1 people, however, participants in Q Model 2 (QM2) plan co-teaching lessons with the 
ENL teacher.  However, in QM2, language learners and their families frustrate teachers.  
Although these educators want to learn more through professional development opportunities 
that they attend with their co-teachers, they still feel the need to learn more to abate their 
frustration.  Collaborative teaching is intrinsically rewarding and valuable to the teachers in 
QM2, but does not lessen their frustration. 
The empirical evidence provided in positively salient statements, such as statement 38 (I 
believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful), emphasizes the importance 
of strengthening teachers’ understanding of language learners.  The researcher identified 
Statements 32 (I believe I should attend ENL training with the ENL teacher) and 25(I believe I 
am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions) as positively salient and focused on the 
importance of professional development opportunities.  One respondent stated, “Our population 
of ENL students is increasing daily, we need to be on the cutting edge when it comes to ENL 
instruction.” 
The negatively salient statements provide insight into the teachers’ beliefs about the 
educational priorities and values of the parents of language learners in QM2.  The least salient 
statement 13 (As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system) had a Q 
score of -4.44.  Due to its negative salience, teachers in QM2 disagreed with this statement.  
Therefore, teachers in QM2 believe that parents of ELLs do not value the educational system.  
Statement 33 (I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities) is also negatively 
salient.  According to a respondent, “Many ENL parents [sic] students tend [sic] have different 
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priorities and do not put education first.”  Statements 13 and 33 both support the idea that in Q 
Model 2 teachers do not feel that parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities.  One 
participant stated, “In my experience (at times) [sic] I have had a hard time getting parents 
involved with the children's school work and even coming for conferences and any school 
events.”  Statements 46 (As a teacher, it is frustrating to communicate with ELLs parents) and 45 
(As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs’ language deficiencies) may provide some insight 
into respondents’ thinking.  These statements emphasize that the communication barrier between 
ELLs and their family members is difficult for the respondents in QM2. 
Q Model 3: Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy Instruction and a 
Preference for Working Alone  
The researcher identified the third model in the statement score pattern shown in Table 
4.8.  Q Model 3 (QM3) represents “Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy 
Instruction and a Preference for Working Alone.”  Teachers in this model feel that they are 
solely responsible for the students in their classroom.  They do not want or have time to 
collaborate with the ENL teacher.  The ENL teachers’ lack of content specific knowledge is a 
sense of frustration for respondents in QM3.  Teachers in this model do not feel that there is 
enough time to plan with the ENL teacher and they do not value the expertise the ENL teacher 
has to offer.  Model 3 teachers do not value district provided ENL professional development 
opportunities because they do not feel that the trainings feature quality learning opportunities.  
This Q model represents 12.77 % of the total variance.  Considering unique and cross-loaded 
cases, Q Model 3 partially reflects the viewpoints of 25% of the survey respondents. 
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Table 4.8 
 
Q Model 3
Item Z3 Q3 Theme Statement
41 2.50 5.16 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
35 1.67 3.44 A I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach
14 1.59 3.28 A I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement
4 1.33 2.74 C It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum
19 1.29 2.67 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
42 1.12 2.31 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
27 1.08 2.24 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
21 1.02 2.10 A I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary
26 0.98 2.02 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
9 0.93 1.92 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
16 0.74 1.52 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
6 0.68 1.40 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
2 0.59 1.21 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
39 0.56 1.16 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
37 0.54 1.11 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically rewarding
32 0.49 1.00 B I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers
12 0.41 0.85 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
3 0.41 0.85 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
40 0.33 0.68 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
5 0.20 0.41 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
23 0.10 0.21 C I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or outcome
7 0.06 0.12 D I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from ELLs
11 -0.06 -0.13 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
29 -0.08 -0.16 A As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity
46 -0.09 -0.18 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
10 -0.12 -0.24 C I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs
38 -0.13 -0.27 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
8 -0.16 -0.33 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
22 -0.17 -0.35 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
20 -0.29 -0.59 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
31 -0.36 -0.75 A I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word practice
30 -0.41 -0.85 C I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson plans
45 -0.44 -0.91 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
25 -0.49 -1.00 B I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions
34 -0.53 -1.09 B I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training opportunities
1 -0.53 -1.10 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
33 -0.56 -1.15 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
13 -0.57 -1.17 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
43 -0.69 -1.43 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
17 -0.84 -1.74 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
24 -0.86 -1.77 B I believe professional development opportunities are based on my needs
47 -0.88 -1.81 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
28 -1.19 -2.46 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
44 -1.20 -2.47 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
18 -1.63 -3.36 C I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom
48 -1.76 -3.63 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
15 -2.17 -4.47 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
36 -2.42 -5.00 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
EV 4.09
% 12.77
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Note. Eigenvalue= 4.09. % variance explained = 12.77 %. The researcher labeled the factorial design by 
theme type: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction (A), Professional Development (B), Collaboration (C), 
Beliefs about Academic Challenges (D). 
 
The teachers in this model believe that the general education teacher is solely responsible 
for the students in their classroom.  The highest salient statement with a Q score of 5.16 is 
statement 41 (I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class).  The teachers 
believe that working alone is more beneficial than collaborating with colleagues.  The researcher 
noticed this feeling in negatively salient statements 28 (I believe the ENL teacher always adds 
value to our classroom), 18 (I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom), 15 
(The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me), and 36 (As a teacher, I always 
create lesson plans with the ENL teacher).  These statements reflect a viewpoint that suggests 
teachers collaborate as little as possible and see no value in working with their ENL colleagues.  
One respondent stated, “The ENL teacher has never created a lesson for my class. I create all of 
them.” Statement 4 (It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum) also 
emphasizes the lack of collaboration and frustration these teachers associate with ENL 
colleagues. 
Teachers in Q Model 3 have strong beliefs about instructional strategies and pedagogy.  
Teachers in this model focus on the importance of a shared reading approach, visual prompts, 
conversations about text, and vocabulary development.  One respondent shared, “The more you 
build your lexicon in both languages, the stronger your comprehension of text will be.  By 
understanding the vocabulary used in text, a student could use meaning and context cues to 
improve comprehension.”  Statements 35 (I believe it is important to always use a shared 
reading approach), 14 (I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs achievement), 19 (I 
believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension), 27 (I think vocabulary 
development is an essential component of reading), 21 (I believe labels and word walls help 
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ELLs strengthen vocabulary), and 26 (As a general education teacher, I value the use of 
scaffolds) emphasize the importance of particular methods of instruction. 
Q Model 4: Collaborative Teachers who are Frustrated with ELLs and Professional 
Development 
Q Model 4 (QM4) represents 10.70 % of the total variance.  It provides a theoretical 
understanding of the unique viewpoints of 15.62 % of the total respondents.  Considering both 
unique and cross-loaded cases, QM4 partially reflects 18.75 % of the total participants’ 
viewpoints.  It provides the best available single profile of the five teachers who loaded 
significantly and uniquely on QM4.  Table 4.9 illustrates the statement scores pattern for Q 
Model 4.  
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Table 4.9 
 
Q Model 4
Item Z4 Q4 Theme Statement
46 2.77 5.71 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
43 2.62 5.41 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
15 1.22 2.51 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
28 1.19 2.46 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
42 1.11 2.29 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
23 1.08 2.23 C I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or outcome
18 0.81 1.67 C I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom
17 0.72 1.48 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
32 0.71 1.46 B I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers
27 0.65 1.34 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
37 0.64 1.32 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically rewarding
39 0.60 1.24 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
11 0.58 1.21 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
6 0.48 0.99 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
10 0.44 0.91 C I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs
7 0.40 0.83 D I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from ELLs
34 0.37 0.77 B I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training opportunities
9 0.35 0.73 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
21 0.30 0.62 A I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary
20 0.21 0.44 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
2 0.13 0.27 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
14 0.11 0.23 A I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement
1 0.11 0.22 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
29 0.06 0.11 A As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity
30 0.02 0.04 C I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson plans
12 0.02 0.04 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
8 0.00 0.01 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
36 -0.03 -0.06 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
16 -0.16 -0.34 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
19 -0.19 -0.39 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
24 -0.31 -0.64 B I believe professional development opportunities are based on my needs
13 -0.39 -0.80 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
26 -0.45 -0.94 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
41 -0.45 -0.94 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
3 -0.46 -0.94 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
45 -0.49 -1.00 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
5 -0.54 -1.12 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
31 -0.63 -1.31 A I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word practice
4 -0.67 -1.38 C It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum
35 -0.88 -1.81 A I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach
25 -0.91 -1.88 B I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions
38 -0.97 -2.01 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
33 -1.18 -2.44 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
22 -1.28 -2.64 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
48 -1.63 -3.37 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
44 -1.89 -3.89 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
40 -2.10 -4.33 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
47 -2.10 -4.33 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
EV 3.43
% 10.70
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Note. Eigenvalue= 3.43. % variance explained = 10.70 %. The researcher labeled the factorial design by 
theme type: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction (A), Professional Development (B), Collaboration (C), 
Beliefs about Academic Challenges (D). 
 
ELLs and their families frustrate teachers in Q Model 4. Statement 46 (As a teacher, it’s 
frustrating to communicate with ELLs’ parents) is the most salient statement.  This statement has 
a Q score of 5.71.  Teachers in this model feel that ELLs do not put enough effort into their 
schooling as evidenced by positive salience in statement 43 (I believe ELLs need to put forth 
more effort towards schooling).  One respondent stated, “I feel as though it is often wasteful to 
have ENL students sit in my class when they don't understand what I am saying during my 
lesson.”  Additionally, teachers in this model do not expect students to meet high standards and 
feel that ELLs’ parents do not have strong educational priorities as evidenced by negative salient 
statements 40 (I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs) and 33 (I 
believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities).  Teachers in this model also believe 
that ELLs’ attendance at school is an indicator of academic growth.  Positive salient Statement 
42 (I believe ELLs school attendance plays a role in achievement), with a Q score of 2.29, 
supports this statement. 
In Q Model 4, teachers value collaboration, but do not feel professional development 
opportunities are effective.  In salient statements 15 (The ENL teacher always shares 
instructional strategies with me) and 28 (I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our 
classroom), the researcher notes that teachers value the ENL teacher and the ability to 
collaborate to strengthen instructional strategies.  However, the teachers in Q Model 4 do not 
think there is enough time built into the schedule to collaborate.  For example, negative salient 
Statement 48 (I always believe I have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher) has a Q score 
of -3.37.  One respondent stated, “Finding the time to collaborate with the ENL teacher has been 
an ongoing concern each year that I've been an ENL [integrated co-teacher] teacher.  Time needs 
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to be given so that we can plan, [sic] brainstorm strategies.  Right now, we feel pressured 
because there's not enough time to meet to discuss curriculum.”  Similarly, another respondent 
shared: 
My co-teacher and I do not have any planning time together.  We try to meet 
before she comes into the classroom but she travels so our schedules do not 
aline [sic] well to meet.  I believe that more planning time would substantially 
benefit our co-teaching.  
Teachers in Q Model 4 do not think their professional development opportunities are 
effective.  Negative salient statements 38 (I believe ENL professional development opportunities 
are meaningful), 22 (I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development), 
and 44 (My school always provides staff with quality ENL training) illustrate that teachers in this 
model do not value the professional development opportunities offered by their school districts.  
They feel that they are not active participants and that the training opportunities are not 
meaningful or of high quality. 
Distinguishing Statements Across the 4 Models 
 Table 4.10 provides a comparison of all 4 Q Models.  The researcher sorted the models 
by descending Max Delta (Δ), which is the maximum difference.  The maximum difference 
represents the number of template columns separating one model from another.  The researcher 
included a heat map to identify the most distinguishing statements in all of the models with a 
color scale of white to red.  For the purpose of this study, the researcher defined statements with 
a Maximum Δ ≥ 5.0 as the most distinguishing elements that she would emphasize in her 
interpretation.		Twelve statements satisfy that criterion in this study. 
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Table 4.10 
Note. Max Diff indicates the maximum distance in the scores of an item in the statement sample between 
Q models. The heat map shows the Max Difference in descending order from white to red. 
Comparison of Q Models (Sorted by Descending Maximum Difference)
Item Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Valence Max Diff. Theme Statement
41 -4.85 1.00 5.16 -0.94 2.99 10.01 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
36 -2.13 3.89 -5.00 -0.06 2.77 8.89 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
38 -0.88 6.63 -0.27 -2.01 2.45 8.64 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
43 -3.17 -0.89 -1.43 5.41 2.72 8.58 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
13 4.01 -4.44 -1.17 -0.80 2.60 8.45 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
46 -1.96 -2.59 -0.18 5.71 2.61 8.30 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
15 2.50 -0.50 -4.47 2.51 2.50 6.98 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
40 2.15 -3.01 0.68 -4.33 2.54 6.48 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
28 3.54 1.82 -2.46 2.46 2.57 6.00 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
33 2.98 -2.03 -1.15 -2.44 2.15 5.42 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
35 1.01 -0.44 3.44 -1.81 1.68 5.25 A I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach
18 1.80 0.37 -3.36 1.67 1.80 5.16 C I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom
31 0.20 3.37 -0.75 -1.31 1.41 4.68 A I always provide ELLs with definitional and contextual word practice
44 0.40 0.62 -2.47 -3.89 1.84 4.51 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
4 -1.20 -0.72 2.74 -1.38 1.51 4.12 C It is frustrating when the ENL teacher does not know the curriculum
25 1.03 2.23 -1.00 -1.88 1.54 4.11 B I believe I am better equipped to teach ELLs after training sessions
26 3.08 0.26 2.02 -0.94 1.58 4.02 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
34 -3.24 0.08 -1.09 0.77 1.29 4.01 B I always prefer to attend lecture style ENL training opportunities
24 -2.47 1.51 -1.77 -0.64 1.60 3.98 B I believe professional development opportunities are based on my needs
16 -2.26 -2.33 1.52 -0.34 1.61 3.84 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
22 -2.21 0.91 -0.35 -2.64 1.53 3.54 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
10 -2.58 -2.00 -0.24 0.91 1.43 3.50 C I believe the ENL teacher is responsible for instructing ELLs
29 -1.99 -3.36 -0.16 0.11 1.41 3.48 A As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity
12 1.92 -1.43 0.85 0.04 1.06 3.35 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
47 -1.02 -2.42 -1.81 -4.33 2.40 3.31 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
17 0.12 -0.73 -1.74 1.48 1.02 3.22 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
30 2.25 0.72 -0.85 0.04 0.97 3.10 C I often feel the ENL teacher follows along with my lesson plans
19 0.72 2.11 2.67 -0.39 1.47 3.06 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
14 0.43 0.93 3.28 0.23 1.22 3.05 A I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement
27 3.30 0.29 2.24 1.34 1.79 3.01 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
11 -1.56 -1.76 -0.13 1.21 1.16 2.96 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
7 -2.13 0.41 0.12 0.83 0.87 2.96 D I seldom receive the assigned homework requirements from ELLs
32 0.40 3.27 1.00 1.46 1.53 2.88 B I believe I should attend ENL trainings with the ENL teachers
48 -1.84 -0.85 -3.63 -3.37 2.42 2.78 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
9 0.55 -0.50 1.92 0.73 0.92 2.42 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
8 -0.61 1.78 -0.33 0.01 0.68 2.39 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
5 -1.90 0.45 0.41 -1.12 0.97 2.35 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
39 0.42 -1.01 1.16 1.24 0.96 2.24 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
1 1.03 -1.10 -1.10 0.22 0.86 2.12 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
2 -0.79 -0.85 1.21 0.27 0.78 2.06 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
23 0.76 0.74 0.21 2.23 0.98 2.02 C I believe collaboration always focuses on a shared goal or outcome
45 -2.13 -2.91 -0.91 -1.00 1.74 2.00 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
20 -0.09 -1.40 -0.59 0.44 0.63 1.84 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
3 0.61 -0.56 0.85 -0.94 0.74 1.79 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
42 2.41 0.70 2.31 2.29 1.93 1.71 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
21 1.45 0.65 2.10 0.62 1.21 1.48 A I believe labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary
37 1.96 2.53 1.11 1.32 1.73 1.42 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is intrinsically rewarding
6 -0.01 0.52 1.40 0.99 0.73 1.41 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
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The statement that most separated the four models is statement 41 (I feel I am solely 
responsible for all of the students in my class).  In Q Model 1, this statement has a negative 
salient score of -4.85 and in QM3, the same statement has a positive salient Q score of 5.16.  
Therefore, the maximum difference between Q Model 1 and Q Model 3 is 10.01.  Teachers in Q 
Model 1 disagreed with this statement and teachers in Q Model 3 agreed with this statement.  
This statement provides an understanding of the participants’ interpretation of collaboration and 
co-teaching in QM1 and QM3. 
 Statement 36 (I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher) is salient across three 
models with a Max Diff score of 8.89.  Both Q Models 1 and 3 disagree with the statement and 
indicate that teachers do not create lesson plans in a collaborative manner.  On the other hand, 
teachers in Q Model 2 believe that they and the ENL teachers generate lesson plans regularly. 
 Statement 38 (I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful) 
distinguishes the difference between Q Model 2 and Q Model 4.  Teachers in Q Model 4 do not 
believe that ENL professional development is meaningful. 
 Statement 43 (I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling) 
distinguishes the difference between Q Models 1 and 4 regarding teachers’ beliefs about ELLs.  
Teachers’ in Q Model 4 believe that ELLs are not putting enough effort into their schoolwork.  
This statement was not salient in Q Models 2 and 3. 
 Statement 13 (As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system) 
distinguishes the difference between Q Models 1 and 2.  Teachers in Q Model 2 do not believe 
that parents value school systems.  This statement was not salient in Q Models 3 and 4. 
 Statement 46 (As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents) has a 
Max Diff score of 8.30.  This statement is the distinguishing difference for Q Models 2 and 4.  
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Teachers in Q Model 2 do not find it frustrating to communicate with parents of ELLs.  This 
statement was not salient in Q Models 1 and 3. 
Statement 15 (The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me) has a 
Max Diff score of 6.98.  Q Models 1 and 4 are in complete agreement about this statement.  
However, there is a distinguishing difference between Q Models 1 and 4 and Q Model 3.  
Teachers in Q Model 3 do not feel that the ENL teacher shares instructional strategies.  
 Statement 40 (I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs) has a 
Max Diff score = 6.48.  Q Models 2 and 4 somewhat agree, with negative salient Q scores 
equaling -3.01 and -4.33, respectively.  QM1 has a positive salient score of 2.15 for the same 
statement.  This distinguishing difference shows the disagreement about teacher beliefs about 
ELLs’ academic expectations.  This statement was not salient in QM3. 
 Statement 28 (I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom) 
distinguishes the difference between three of the models.  QM1 and QM4 both agree with the 
statement, while QM3 does not indicate that the ENL teacher adds value to the classroom 
experience.  QM2 does not value this statement, as evidenced by its non-salience. 
 Statement 33 (I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities) identifies the 
difference between QM1, QM2, and QM4.  This statement loaded as a negative salient item on 
both QM2 and QM4, but QM1 agrees with the statement that parents have strong priorities for 
schooling.  The max difference for this statement is a Max Diff score of 5.42. 
 Statement 35 (I believe it is important to always use a shared reading approach) is only 
salient in QM3.  The greatest difference between models is a Max Diff score of 5.25.  The 
distinguishing difference is with QM4.  QM4 disagreed with this statement with a Q score = -
1.81. 
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 Statement 18 (I believe the ENL teacher is a great assistant in my classroom) is only 
salient in QM3.  The salience is negative and provides insight into the teachers’ thoughts on 
collaboration and co-teaching.  The distinguishing difference is with QM1, with a Q score = 
1.80.  Although this statement is not salient in QM1, the statement generates a Max Diff score of 
5.16. 
Salient Consensus Statements 
 There are statements that represent consensus or agreement across the four models.  
Consensus statements are items in which there is no substantial difference in views.  Salience 
signifies a belief, opinion, or view.  In this study, the researcher operationally defined salience as 
any Q statement with a score of Q ≥| +/-2|.  Table 4.11 represents the statements that are salient 
in at least 1 model.
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Table 4.11 
Salient Consensus Statements 
 
Note. The researcher highlighted Salient Consensus Statements (Q score ≥ |2.0|)  based on both negative and positive salience.
Item Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Valence Max Diff. Theme Statement
44 0.40 0.62 -2.47 -3.89 1.84 4.51 B My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training
26 3.08 0.26 2.02 -0.94 1.58 4.02 A As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds
16 -2.26 -2.33 1.52 -0.34 1.61 3.84 C I believe it is best for the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class
22 -2.21 0.91 -0.35 -2.64 1.53 3.54 B I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development
47 -1.02 -2.42 -1.81 -4.33 2.40 3.31 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
19 0.72 2.11 2.67 -0.39 1.47 3.06 A I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension
27 3.30 0.29 2.24 1.34 1.79 3.01 A I think vocabulary development is an essential component of reading
48 -1.84 -0.85 -3.63 -3.37 2.42 2.78 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
45 -2.13 -2.91 -0.91 -1.00 1.74 2.00 D As a teacher, I am always frustrated by ELLs' language deficiencies
42 2.41 0.70 2.31 2.29 1.93 1.71 D I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement
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 Q statements may have salient positive consensus or salient negative consensus.  Salient 
positive consensus (Q ≥ 2) indicates strong agreement with the statement.  Salient negative 
consensus (Q≤ -2) indicates disagreement with the statement.  All non-salient items reflect an 
absence of a strong view about the statement. 
 There are 10 consensus statements on Table 4.11.  Four represent salient positive 
consensus and six represent salient negative consensus. 
Positive Salient Consensus Statements 
As displayed in Table 4.11, the researcher highlighted in green all positive salient 
consensus statements.  Three of the four positive salient consensus statements focus on the 
importance of reading strategies.  There was consensus between QM1and QM3 about the use of 
scaffolds in instruction, as well as agreement about the importance of vocabulary development as 
an essential feature of reading.  QM2 and QM3 also reflected the importance of conversations 
about text as a support for ELLs’ comprehension.  Three of the 4 models had a salient positive 
consensus about statement 42 (I believe ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in achievement).  
This reflects the importance of ELLs’ regular attendance at school. 
Negative Salient Consensus Statements 
 Table 4.11 indicates all negative salient consensus statements color highlighted in yellow.  
Six statements have a negative consensus.  QM3 and QM4 have negative salient consensus for 
statements 44 (My school district always provides staff with quality ENL training) and 48 (I 
believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher).  Teachers in these models do 
not feel that there is enough time for planning, and teachers do not feel that the school district 
always provides quality professional development. 
 QM1 and QM2 have negative salient consensus with statements 16 (I believe it is best for 
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the ENL teacher to remove ELLs from the class) and 45 (As a teacher, I am always frustrated by 
ELLs' language deficiencies).  These statements indicate that teachers in QM1 and QM2 are not 
frustrated by ELLs’ language deficiencies and do not want them to be removed from the 
classroom for instruction. 
 Two of the four models (QM1 and QM4) sorted Statement 22 (I always take an active 
role in designing ENL professional development) as less important.  Statement 22 reflects the 
belief that teachers are not currently involved in designing professional development 
opportunities regarding ENL. 
 QM2 and QM4 sorted Statement 47 (I believe ELLs build language skills by working 
independently) as less important.  All four models scored this statement negatively, but only two 
were at a salient level.  This reflects an understanding that teachers think ELLs need to work 
with other students to build language skills. 
Non-salient Statements 
In this study, the researcher operationalized non-salient statements as statements with Q 
scores ≥ -2 and ≤ 2.  The process locates non-salient statements toward the center of the 
distribution template.  The process considers these statements least important by respondents, but 
the statements do offer information regarding participants’ beliefs.  There are 12 non-salient 
statements across the four models displayed in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12 
Non-salient Statements Across Four Models 
 
Note. Non-salient statements (Q score |≥2.0|) loaded across all 4 models.
Item Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Valence Max Diff. Theme Statement
12 1.92 -1.43 0.85 0.04 1.06 3.35 D I believe ELLs' first language skills strengthen their second language
17 0.12 -0.73 -1.74 1.48 1.02 3.22 C I believe the ENL teacher is always able to support the needs of ELLs
11 -1.56 -1.76 -0.13 1.21 1.16 2.96 B I am always frustrated by the lack of training offered by the district
9 0.55 -0.50 1.92 0.73 0.92 2.42 C I believe collaborating with my colleagues is a job requirement
8 -0.61 1.78 -0.33 0.01 0.68 2.39 B I believe ENL professional development courses increase collaboration
5 -1.90 0.45 0.41 -1.12 0.97 2.35 D I believe English is the language of American public schools
39 0.42 -1.01 1.16 1.24 0.96 2.24 D I believe my predispositions affect the pedagogical decisions I make
1 1.03 -1.10 -1.10 0.22 0.86 2.12 B I believe ENL coursework will increase my cultural awareness
2 -0.79 -0.85 1.21 0.27 0.78 2.06 D As a teacher, I am frustrated by the lack of home support for ELLs
20 -0.09 -1.40 -0.59 0.44 0.63 1.84 A I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages
3 0.61 -0.56 0.85 -0.94 0.74 1.79 A I always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning
6 -0.01 0.52 1.40 0.99 0.73 1.41 D I believe parental support is always important for student achievement
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Valence 
Valence is the mean absolute value of Q scores (Kmiotek, 2019; Mitchell, 2019).  It 
provides a measurement of how important the Q statement is in the sort.  In Table 4.13, the 
researcher sorted high valence statements based on salient statements across all models in 
descending order.  This table helps the researcher understand respondents’ beliefs.  The 
researcher decided that 12 statements have high valence and represent all four themes.  The 
theme Beliefs about academic challenges (D) represents 33% of the high valence statements. 
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Table 4.13 
High Valence Statements 
Note. Valence = Mean absolute value of Q scores. 
Item Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Valence Max Diff. Theme Statement
41 -4.85 1.00 5.16 -0.94 2.99 10.01 C I feel I am solely responsible for all of the students in my class
36 -2.13 3.89 -5.00 -0.06 2.77 8.89 C As a teacher, I always create lesson plans with the ENL teacher
38 -0.88 6.63 -0.27 -2.01 2.45 8.64 B I believe ENL professional development opportunities are meaningful
43 -3.17 -0.89 -1.43 5.41 2.72 8.58 D I believe ELLs need to put forth more effort towards schooling
13 4.01 -4.44 -1.17 -0.80 2.60 8.45 D As a teacher, I believe parents of ELLs value the educational system
46 -1.96 -2.59 -0.18 5.71 2.61 8.30 D As a teacher, it's frustrating to communicate with ELLs' parents
15 2.50 -0.50 -4.47 2.51 2.50 6.98 B The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me
40 2.15 -3.01 0.68 -4.33 2.54 6.48 A I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs
28 3.54 1.82 -2.46 2.46 2.57 6.00 C I believe the ENL teacher always adds value to our classroom
33 2.98 -2.03 -1.15 -2.44 2.15 5.42 D I believe parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities
47 -1.02 -2.42 -1.81 -4.33 2.40 3.31 A I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently
48 -1.84 -0.85 -3.63 -3.37 2.42 2.78 B I believe I always have adequate time to plan with the ENL teacher
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Part 2 
RQ2: What are the shared models of belief held by general education teachers about the 
best practices needed to teach reading to English Language Learners? 
 In an effort to analyze the shared models of belief based on the theme of “Best Practices 
for Literacy Instruction,” the researcher extracted all salient statements (Q scores ≥2) across all 
four models.  The researcher isolated statements with theme A (Best Practices for Literacy 
Instruction) in Table 4.14.  Theme A contains 12 statements in the Q sort.  Ten statements were 
salient across the 4 models.  Two statements were not salient in any of the models. 
QM1 and Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 
In QM1 teachers ranked item 27 (I think vocabulary development is an essential 
component of reading) highest in this theme, with a Q score = 3.30.  Teachers in QM1 also 
valued the use of scaffolds and high expectations for students with a Q score = 3.08 for 
Statement 26 (As a general education teacher, I value the use of scaffolds) and 2.15 for 
Statement 40 (I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs).  A participant 
shared: 
I am a firm believer in the value of deep discussions. There is beautiful 
literature that can be used to support content and teach character education. 
Through discussion, you can define vocabulary, uncover misconceptions, and 
connect texts, which increases comprehension. A strong reading program also 
strengthens a classroom community, which creates a safe environment for 
ELLs to take risks, make text connections, and bond with others over a shared 
love of reading. 
QM2 and Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 
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 QM2 sorted 5 statements as salient.  Two statements scored with positive salience and 
three statements are negatively salient.  Statement 31 (I always provide ELLs with definitional 
and contextual word practice) scored with the highest Q score for theme A (Best Practices for 
Literacy Instruction).  Teachers in QM2 also saliently sorted Statement 19 (I believe 
conversations about text support ELLs’ comprehension).  One participant commented that, 
“Understanding what you read is the most important aspect of reading and vocabulary 
development allows students to have better understanding.”  This indicates valuing opportunities 
that focus on contextual word practice and conversation. 
 QM2 has three statements with negative salience.  Statement 29 (As a teacher, I believe 
the act of reading is an independent activity) has a Q score = -3.36 and Statement 47 (I believe 
ELLs build language skills by working independently) has a Q score = -2.42.  This identifies a 
belief in the importance of collaborative group work.  One participant stated, “I think that ELLs 
need to be supported to learn language skills.  I don't see how working alone, on the elementary 
level, can help students.”  The last salient statement based on Theme A for QM2 is Statement 40 
(I believe high academic expectations are always placed on ELLs).  Unlike QM1, QM2 teachers 
believe that ELLs do not have expectations placed on them.  One participant commented, “I 
think many ELLs are not expected to complete work.  I think in many classrooms they are given 
busy work and are only taught by the ENL teacher.” 
QM3 and Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 
 QM3 sorted six statements saliently in Theme A (Best Practices for Literacy Instruction). 
This model values instructional strategies.  The participants sorted all salient statements were 
sorted positively.  The highest salient statement in Theme A is Statement 35 (I believe it is 
important to always use a shared reading approach) which has a Q score of 3.44.  The Q model 
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associates this statement with Statement 19 (I believe conversations about text support ELLs’ 
comprehension) which focuses on the importance of conversation to strengthen comprehension.  
One participant commented, “To become fluent in a language, it is helpful to be immersed in that 
language.  Working independently does not allow for the same, meaningful experiences that 
working cooperatively offers.”  Teachers in QM3 also feel that it is important to use visual 
prompts, labels, and scaffolded instruction to support ELLs in their classrooms.  QM3 sorted 
Statements 14 (I believe the use of visual prompts support ELLs’ achievement), 21 (I believe 
labels and word walls help ELLs strengthen vocabulary), and 26 (As a general education 
teacher, I value the use of scaffolds) saliently.  A respondent shared, “As ELL's [sic], utilizing 
visuals [sic] helps students to make connections between two or more languages.  Many pictures 
are universal and assist in language learning.”  Another respondent commented, “As a teacher I 
understand that all of my students learn at a different rate.  Some need specialized teaching 
methods.  I try to be especially mindful of my ELL's [sic] and provide them with support.”  QM3 
has a clear sense of the need to provide a differentiated approach to instruction based on 
thoughtful conversation. 
QM4 and Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 
In QM4, two statements from Theme A (Best Practices for Literacy Instruction) are 
salient.  Both statements sorted with negative salience.  Similar to QM2, QM4 does not believe 
that language learners have high expectations placed on them.  Statement 40 (I believe high 
academic expectations are always placed on ELLs) has a Q score = -4.33.  In addition, similar to 
QM2, teachers in QM4 scored statement 47 (I believe ELLs build language skills by working 
independently) with negative salience and a Q score = -4.33.  This statement was not salient in 
QM1 and QM3, but it reflects an understanding of the importance of working collaboratively to 
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build language skills for both models QM2 and QM4.  One participant commented, “They build 
language skills by working together and hearing proper language modeled for them by their 
peers.” 
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Table 4.14 
Salient Statements for Theme A 
Item Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Valence 
Max 
Diff. Theme Statement 
40 2.15 -3.01 0.68 -4.33 2.54 6.48 A I	believe	high	academic	expectations	are	always	placed	on	ELLs	
35 1.01 -0.44 3.44 -1.81 1.68 5.25 A I	believe	it	is	important	to	always	use	a	shared	reading	approach	
31 0.20 3.37 -0.75 -1.31 1.41 4.68 A I	always	provide	ELLs	with	definitional	and	contextual	word	practice	
26 3.08 0.26 2.02 -0.94 1.58 4.02 A As	a	general	education	teacher,	I	value	the	use	of	scaffolds	
29 -1.99 -3.36 -0.16 0.11 1.41 3.48 A As	a	teacher,	I	believe	the	act	of	reading	is	an	independent	activity	
47 -1.02 -2.42 -1.81 -4.33 2.40 3.31 A I	believe	ELLs	build	language	skills	by	working	independently	
19 0.72 2.11 2.67 -0.39 1.47 3.06 A I	believe	conversations	about	text	support	ELLs’	comprehension	
14 0.43 0.93 3.28 0.23 1.22 3.05 A I	believe	the	use	of	visual	prompts	support	ELLs’	achievement	
27 3.30 0.29 2.24 1.34 1.79 3.01 A 
I	think	vocabulary	development	is	an	essential	component	of	
reading	
21 1.45 0.65 2.10 0.62 1.21 1.48 A I	believe	labels	and	word	walls	help	ELLs	strengthen	vocabulary	
Note.	Salient statements are those with Q ≥ |2| in any Q model.  This represents Theme A (Best Practices for Literacy Instruction).
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Background Characteristics of Participants 
This section reports findings about the background characteristics of the respondents.  
Background characteristics include number of years of teaching experience and highest level of 
education at the time of the survey.  The researcher also received information about the number 
of ENL courses in which the sample had participated. Unfortunately, although this is important 
information, the N was too small to analyze.  However, the researcher used these descriptive 
statistics in frequency tables that represent the participants that loaded at or above the cutoff 
criterion (λ ≥ |+/-.40|) for each Q model. 
QM1: Collaborative Teachers who Build an Inclusive Learning Environment 
 As shown in Table 4.15, the 12 participants in QM1 had from 4-35 years of teaching 
experience.  Approximately 50 % of teachers in QM1had 20-35 years of experience in the 
classroom, whereas, 91.67 % of respondents in QM1 had 12 or more years teaching experience.  
As shown in Table 4.16, teachers in QM1 were also highly educated.  Of the 12 teachers that 
loaded on Q Model 1, 11 have Master’s Degrees plus additional credits (91.67 %).  One teacher 
reported an Advanced Certificate as the highest level of education.  The one advanced certificate 
represents 8. 33 %. 
 QM1 represents a highly educated and experienced group of general education teachers.  
A qualitative insight from one of the members of QM1 included: 
I feel that the integrated approach to teaching ELL's [sic] is a valuable 
approach when done in conjunction with a pull out [sic] period (for those 
students who qualify). It continues to be difficult finding [sic] time to truly 
plan and prep with my ENL co teacher, but I feel that she has only added value 
to my classroom and has made me a better teacher overall. I can see how the 
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integrated model of teaching could be frustrating, and feel that it is important 
to take into consideration each teacher involved their philosophy of teaching, 
teaching styles, if they are open to change, and how easy going they are. All 
these factor into a successful co teaching [sic] classroom. Overall I think the 
integrated period is a [sic] positive and allows ELL's [sic] to get support 
services when they most need them during classroom instruction.
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Table 4.15 
QM1: Teaching Experience at the Time of the Survey 
 
 
Table 4.16 
QM1: Highest Educational Level at the Time of the Survey 
Teaching Experience in Years Frequency Percent Cumulative
4 1 8.33 8.33
12 1 8.33 16.67
15 2 16.67 33.33
20 2 16.67 50.00
21 1 8.33 58.33
23 1 8.33 66.67
24 1 8.33 75.00
8 1 8.33 83.33
31 1 8.33 91.67
35 1 8.33 100.00
Total 12 100.00
Highest Degree Frequency Percent Cumulative
Master's Degree plus additional credits 11 91.67 91.67
Advanced Certificate 1 8.33 100.00
Total 12 100.00
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QM2: Co-teachers who Value Professional Development Opportunities and Question the 
Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents 
As shown in Table 4.17, 50% of QM2 have 15 years or less of teaching experience.  
Teachers with more than 20 years of teaching experience represent 37.5 % of the respondents in 
Q Model 2.  The range of teaching experience for QM2 was from six to 31 years.  In QM2, 50 % 
of the participants held a Master’s degree at the time of the survey.  Three teachers (37.50 %) 
reported their highest education as Master’s Degree plus additional credits and one teacher in 
QM2 held an Advanced Certificate, which represents 12.50 %. 
QM2 represents a less experienced group of teachers than QM1.  The level of education 
reported for QM2 is also less than QM1.  In QM2, 50 % of the teachers have a Master’s Degree 
and in QM1 all teachers had credits beyond Master’s degrees.  Qualitative data from a 
respondent in QM2 indicated: 
I find it very beneficial to have an ENL teacher come into my room. I wish we 
could co-teach more periods together. We are each able to work with more 
students in a meaningful way [sic] when she is in our room.  In addition, I feel 
privileged to teach my class. I have numerous students from multiple cultural 
backgrounds, who add so much to the class. 
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Table 4.17 
QM2: Teaching Experience at the Time of the Survey 
 
 
 
Table 4.18 
QM2: Highest Educational Level at the Time of the Survey 
 
Teaching Experience in Years Frequency Percent Cumulative
6 2 25.00 25.00
14 1 12.50 37.50
15 1 12.50 50.00
19 1 12.50 62.50
22 1 12.50 75.00
27 1 12.50 87.50
31 1 12.50 100.00
Total 8 100.00
Highest Degree Frequency Percent Cumulative
Master's Degree 4 50.00 50.00
Master's Degree plus additional credits 3 37.50 87.50
Advanced Certificate 1 12.50 100.00
Total 8 100.00
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QM3: Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy Instruction and a Preference 
for Working Alone 
 In QM3, the teaching experience for the seven teachers in this model ranged from 4 to 20 
years.  Teachers with 20 years of experience represented 42.86 % of the respondents in QM3.  
More than 50% of the teachers in this model have less than 18 years of teaching experience.  
Teachers in this Q Model reported their highest level of educational experience at the time of 
survey completion.  Six teachers reported that they held a Master’s degree plus additional credits, 
which represents 85.71 % of the respondents in this model.  One participant held an Advanced 
Certificate, 14.29 % in this model. 
 QM3 represents less experienced, but highly educated, teachers.  The highest number of 
years of teaching experience represented in this model is 20 and 100% of the respondents 
reported holding a Master’s degree plus additional credits or more.  A respondent from QM3 
shared this thought: 
I enjoy working with colleagues, and find that collaborating with peers makes us stronger 
educators. I believe the biggest challenge to almost [sic] always be a lack of time. 
Additionally, larger classes means [sic] more students to consider and less time for each. 
ENL classes are often the classes that are needed when new students move into the 
building, so it makes sense to keep those class' numbers slightly lower than others on the 
grade level, but that is not always the case. In general, I very much enjoy working with 
my co-teacher, but a big part of that is that we get along well and have similar values. 
This is especially helpful because of the lack of time we have to sit down to plan 
together. If we didn't have similar educational values, not having time to sit to plan 
together on a regular basis would make our relationship stressed and challenging.
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Table 4.19 
QM3: Teaching Experience at the Time of the Survey 
 
 
 
Table 4.20 
QM3: Highest Educational Level at the Time of the Survey 
 
Teaching Experience in Years Frequency Percent Cumulative
4 1 14.29 14.29
10 1 14.29 28.57
16 1 14.29 42.86
18 1 14.29 57.14
20 3 42.86 100.00
Total 7 100.00
Highest Degree Frequency Percent Cumulative
Master's Degree plus additional credits 6 85.71 85.71
Advanced Certificate 1 14.29 100.00
Total 7 100.00
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QM4: Collaborative Teachers who are Frustrated with ELLs and Professional 
Development 
 In QM4, the researcher recorded the range of teaching experience as 15 to 20 years at the 
time of the survey.  Two teachers had 15 years of experience in QM4, which accounted for 40 % 
of the respondents.  One teacher reported 20 years of experience, which was 20 % of the 
population of QM4.  Table 4.20 shows that 40 % of teachers in QM4 reported their highest level 
of education as a master’s degree.  Another 40 % reported their highest level as master’s plus 
additional credits.  In this model, one participant reported a doctoral degree as the highest level 
of education, which accounted for 20 % of the respondents in QM4. 
Q Model 4 had the greatest expanse of educational levels, ranging from a master’s degree 
to a doctoral degree.  One respondent shared this piece of qualitative data, “The ENL teacher has 
so many other classes to collaborate with that she does not always have the time to plan with me.  
Most of the time we talk quickly when she comes in, before we start teaching.” 
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Table 4.21 
QM4: Teaching Experience at the Time of the Survey 
 
 
 
Table 4.22 
QM4: Highest Educational Level at the Time of the Survey 
Teaching Experience in Years Frequency Percent Cumulative
15 2 40.00 40.00
17 1 20.00 60.00
18 1 20.00 80.00
20 1 20.00 100.00
Total 5 100.00
Highest Degree Frequency Percent Cumulative
Master's Degree 2 40.00 40.00
Master's Degree plus additional credits 2 40.00 80.00
Doctoral Degree 1 20.00 100.00
Total 5 100.00
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Part 3 
RQ3:  How do RQ1 and RQ2 relate to each other? 
 The two previous research questions focused on teachers’ beliefs about the integrated co-
teaching model and instructional practices for teaching literacy skills to ELLs.  It is informative 
to look at the analysis of research questions 1 and 2 and identify any commonalities or 
differences of beliefs between the models. 
QM1: Collaborative Teachers who Build an Inclusive Learning Environment  
In QM1, teachers were eager to work with ELLs and the ENL teacher.  Teachers in Q 
Model 1 feel that the ENL teacher shares instructional strategies with them to support their 
students.  There is a belief that it takes a team to educate students and teachers place high 
academic expectations on ELLs.  One participant shared, “I think that collaboration is key and 
many brains are better than one.  After collaborating with my colleagues and discussing different 
aspects of our day, it makes me feel that I am doing my job.”  QM1’s ideas for literacy 
instruction focused on vocabulary development and scaffolds to support comprehension.  
Teachers in QM1 are experienced and highly educated.  This model reflects positive views of the 
integrated period of ENL with clear evidence of collaboration and inclusivity. 
QM2: Co-teachers who Value Professional Development Opportunities and Question the 
Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents 
 In QM2, educated and experienced participants were co-teachers and learners, but 
frustrated by ELLs’ parents.  The researcher considered teachers in this model to be true learners 
and co-teachers, as evidenced by their salient statements focused on professional development 
and collaboration.  One respondent shared this statement about her ENL co-teacher, “She always 
finds ways to add to and enrich the things that we are doing in our classroom.  This is not only a 
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benefit for the ELLs, but for all of the students.”  There is a sense of teamwork and intrinsic 
motivation.  Teachers in this model believe that it is important for ELLs to work and 
communicate with their classmates to support language and reading development.  However, 
QM2 teachers demonstrated frustration with academic challenges.  They questioned academic 
rigor and expectations, as well as parents’ educational values and priorities.  This model reflects 
teachers who value education and collaboration, but experience trouble navigating language 
barriers. 
QM3: Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy Instruction and a Preference 
for Working Alone 
QM3 represents teachers who focus on literacy strategies and pedagogical approaches.  
They use a shared reading approach and conversation, visual prompts (including word walls), 
and scaffolds to support comprehension and instruction.  Teachers in this model do not 
collaborate regularly with the ENL teacher.  The highest salient statement in the model 
represented the belief of being solely responsible for the students in the classroom.  The 
statements display a lack of value for the ENL teacher.  QM3 reports little to no support from the 
ENL teacher and adds a level of frustration regarding ENL teachers’ lack of content specific 
knowledge.  One participant from QM3 shared this piece of qualitative data: 
 It is hard to plan and collaborate when my ENL teacher hasn't been trained or 
exposed to the curriculum we are required to teach.  When we roll-out new 
curriculum and get trained, she is not there.  Then, I have to go over the 
curriculum [sic] I am still new to with her so she can teach it and it is not best 
practice. 
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Another respondent agreed, stating, “I am unclear what ENL teachers are responsible for when 
they push in [sic].” QM3 was the model most reflective of literacy instructional beliefs and least 
interested in collaborating with their ENL colleagues. 
QM4: Collaborative Teachers who are Frustrated with ELLs and Professional 
Development 
 In QM4, ELLs’ academic challenges and their own professional development 
opportunities frustrated teachers.  The highest salient statement in this model focused on 
frustrations with family communication and the need for ELLs to put more effort into their 
schooling.  In addition, teachers in this model questioned the educational values of ELLs’ 
families.  One respondent shared this belief: 
I think that more workshops should be offered to parents of ENL students so 
that they can be educated themselves because it must be hard coming to a 
country and not knowing the language.  There are times when I see the older 
siblings are doing the younger siblings work because the parents don't speak 
the language. 
  This model also defines the belief that professional development opportunities are not 
meaningful.  Teachers report a lack of time, and they do not take an active role in designing the 
PD opportunities.  Teachers in this model also did not heavily focus on literacy strategies.  In 
fact, two of the 12 statements in this theme were negatively salient in the model, which included 
the idea that expectations are not high for ELLs and learning language skills are not independent 
activities.  No other literacy statements were salient, which means they were not important to 
teachers in this model. 
Chapter IV Summary and Key Findings 
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The analyses reported in this chapter identify four major viewpoints shared by groups of 
general education elementary school teachers: 
• QM1: Collaborative Teachers who Build an Inclusive Learning Environment 
• QM2: Co-teachers who Value Professional Development Opportunities and 
Question the Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents 
• QM3: Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy Instruction and a 
Preference for Working Alone 
• QM4: Collaborative Teachers who are Frustrated with ELLs and Professional 
Development 
Models 1, 2, and 4 focused on the importance of collaboration.  Model 2 seemed to go 
beyond the idea of collaboration into co-teaching.  The difference was a true sense of 
partnership, rather than the idea of sharing “my” plans.  Q Model 3 teachers were not interested 
in collaboration and did not value the ENL co –teacher. 
The beliefs in Models 2 and 4 revealed a level of frustration toward ELLs and their 
families.  Both models questioned the educational values and priorities of ELLs’ families.  On 
the other hand, Model 1 was very inclusive and felt that parents of ELLs had strong educational 
priorities. 
The researcher strongly noted literacy instructional practices in three of the four models.  
Model 3 was the most focused on these skills, but Q Model 4 did not saliently score most of 
these statements.  Vocabulary development and the use of scaffolds to support comprehension 
were salient across two models, QM1 and 3. 
The researcher found beliefs about professional development opportunities throughout all 
four models, in both the salient statements and in the qualitative open-ended responses.  All 
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models indicated the need for more time to collaborate with ENL co-teachers.  Teachers in QM2 
felt that ENL professional development was meaningful and allowed them to be better equipped 
to teach after the session.  QM3 and QM4 teachers did not think that the district’s professional 
development opportunities provided quality instruction. 
In the final chapter, I will present my interpretations of these findings and offer 
suggestions for future research and professional practice for the integrated period of ENL 
instruction during ELA instruction. 
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Chapter V 
Implications and Conclusions: Educational Practice, Research, and Policy 
 This researcher, through this study, acknowledges the need to gain a better understanding 
of general education elementary school teachers’ perspectives regarding ENL integration and 
reading instructional practices.  In the previous chapter, the researcher identified four models of 
shared viewpoints and discussed factors associated with each model.  These Q models show 
insights about general education teachers’ beliefs about the integrated period of ENL during 
ELA instruction.  The models reveal a set of key conceptual variables that form an empirically 
grounded framework. 
 This chapter presents my conclusions for each model and theme.  I discuss educational 
policy, and suggest future research ideas.  The recommendations and implications I offer build 
on the literature review in Chapter 2 and the empirical evidence in Chapter IV.  They also reflect 
my personal interpretations as an elementary school building principal who is eager to strengthen 
learning communities. 
Q Model 1: Collaborative Teachers who Build an Inclusive Learning Environment 
 In QM1, there is a clear sense of the importance of collaboration and community.  The 
highest rated items in this model illustrated an awareness of shared responsibility for student 
learning and classroom teacher viewing of the ENL co-teacher as valuable for student 
achievement.  Scored statements reflect beliefs that as co-teachers it is important to share plans 
as well as learn from each other.  However, teachers in this model do not co-plan.  Rather, the 
ENL teacher follows along with the plan from the QM1 teacher.  Additionally, based on their 
collaborative approach, educators in QM1 do not like lecture style training opportunities that do 
not meet what they feel are their needs.  Teachers in QM1 also believe that parents of ELLs 
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value the educational system and have strong instructional priorities.  In addition, teachers in 
QM1 value a learning environment where ELLs meet high academic learning standards. 
Teachers in QM1 would benefit from reform type professional development opportunities 
(study groups, mentoring, and coaching) (Garet et al., 2001) that focus on the importance of best 
practices for co-teaching while teaching reading.  Although the teachers in this model are open to 
the possibilities associated with collaborating with their colleagues, their conceptual 
understanding of what co-teaching looks like may need development.  Co-teachers need to 
develop thoughtful and thorough plans with each other.  Teachers in QM1 are open to 
collaborating, but are not dedicating time to co-planning instructional lessons with the ENL co-
teacher.  One participant shared this thought about co-planning, “We try to get together as often 
as possible, and we communicate by email often.  It would be beneficial if we had a structured 
time to sit and plan together.” 
QM2: Co-teachers who Value Professional Development Opportunities and Question the 
Educational Priorities of ELLs’ Parents 
 Teachers in QM2 focus on the importance of co-planning and shared responsibilities in 
the classroom.  They value collaboration and professional development opportunities.  They feel 
that it is important to attend trainings with their ENL co-teachers and believe that training 
opportunities help to strengthen the instructional practices used with ELLs.  However, educators 
in QM2 do not think that ELLs have high learning expectations and think that the parents of 
ELLs do not value the educational system.  One respondent shared that parents of ELLs have 
different priorities and they do not put education first.  The teacher reported that it is difficult to 
involve ELLs’ parents in the educational process. 
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Teachers in QM2 represent the least experienced group of teachers in the sample.  In 
QM2, 50% of teachers have 15 years or less of teaching experience.  This may be why teachers 
in this model aim to collaborate and attend professional development opportunities.  Perhaps, 
professional development opportunities dedicated to cultural awareness will be of value to 
teachers in this model.  This may allow teachers in this model to shift their thinking about ELLs’ 
parents and their educational values and priorities.  This shift is important because teachers 
utilize their own beliefs to set expectations and measure success. 
QM3: Teachers with a Focus on Best Practices for Literacy Instruction and a Preference 
for Working Alone 
 Teachers in QM3 have strong beliefs about best instructional practices for teaching 
reading to ELLs.  Educators in this model feel that they are solely responsible for the students in 
their classroom.  One participant explained, “I do not think the push-in model is effective for 
primary students.  I believe the children would benefit from pull-out and small groups with the 
ENL teacher”.  There is no sense of collaboration and the classroom teacher does not see the 
ENL teacher as a valued colleague. 
 Teachers in QM3 reported a high level of education at the time of the survey.  Their 
educational level may speak to beliefs focused around best instructional practices.  This may also 
be why teachers are not eager to collaborate with their ENL colleagues.  Teachers in this model 
may feel that they are more knowledgeable than their co-teachers, which may result in a lack of 
presumed value for a team approach. 
Q Model 4: Collaborative Teachers who are Frustrated with ELLs and Professional 
Development 
TEACHER BELIEFS: ENL LITERACY METHODS/INTEGRATION   
 
121 
 Educators in QM4 believe that the ENL co-teacher adds value to the classroom and 
shares instructional strategies.  There is also a perception that collaboration should focus on a 
shared outcome or goal.  However, it seems that teachers in QM4 feel frustrated by ELLs’ level 
of effort toward school, their attendance rate, and their perceived weak educational priorities.  
There is also a level of discontent associated with professional development opportunities.  
Teachers in this model feel that professional development experiences are not meaningful 
because teachers do not take an active role in creating the learning experiences and because there 
is not enough time to plan and meet with their ENL co-teachers. 
 QM4 had a large range in educational degree attainment at the time of the survey, ranging 
from master’s degrees to the doctorate level.  Teachers in this model would benefit from the 
opportunity to create professional development opportunities to meet their own needs.  Trainings 
should be with the ENL teacher, based on their belief that they do not have time to work together 
during the busy school day. 
Conclusions About Themes  
The following represents conclusions based on themes represented in the Q sort.  The 
themes consist of best practices for literacy instruction, professional development, and beliefs 
about academic challenges.  The collected data from each theme connects to the literature review 
in Chapter 2. 
 Conclusions About Theme A: Best Practices for Literacy Instruction 
 Based on the literature review in Chapter II, researchers suggest that many strategies are 
effective for ELLs’ literacy instruction.  Teachers who use an approach that fosters conversations 
about text through a shared approach to reading (August et al., 2014; Bolos, 2012; Saunders & 
Goldberg, 1999) with opportunities for vocabulary development (Silverman et al., 2013) and 
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scaffolding (Walqui, 2006) find success educating ELLs in their classroom.  Although all models 
had some salient statements from this theme, only one model (QM3) concentrated on effective 
strategies of instruction. 
Six statements were positively salient for this theme in QM3.  Of all of the models, 
QM3’s teacher beliefs illustrate a strong focus on best practices for literacy instruction.  Teachers 
in this model believe it is important to use a shared reading approach and conversation to support 
text comprehension.  Scaffolds and visual prompts, including word walls, are important 
strategies for teachers in this model. 
Teachers in QM1 saliently scored three statements about best practices for literacy 
instruction.  The statements focused on the importance of vocabulary development, the use of 
scaffolds, and high expectations for ELLs.  Teachers did not rate other statements from this 
theme as salient, indicating a lack of importance for teachers in this model.  However, one 
respondent shared that ELLs benefit from collaborating with other students.  This respondent 
suggested that both language proficient students and language learners advance their own skills 
through conversation and a team approach.  This approach creates a community of learners who 
value their classmates’ strengths and celebrate differences.  This comment provides additional 
information about how one respondent from QM1 creates an inclusive learning environment that 
focuses on shared inquiry and a collaborative approach. 
Teachers in QM2 clearly believe that reading and the acquisition of skills are not 
independent learner activities, nor are independent activities best practice for literacy.  
Negatively salient items 47 (I believe ELLs build language skills by working independently) and 
29 (As a teacher, I believe the act of reading is an independent activity) illustrate that teachers in 
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this model understand the importance of group work.  Teachers in QM2 note that practice with 
words and conversation is an important skill for language learners. 
 Teachers in QM4 saliently sorted two statements from Theme A.  Teachers in this model 
believe that ELLs do not have high academic expectations placed on them and do not develop 
language through independent work.  Researchers agree, having found that collaborative talks 
increase comprehension and make language more accessible for ELLs (Giroir, Grimaldo, 
Vaughn, & Roberts, 2015; Silverman et al., 2013). 
 Two statements from the Q sort from Theme A were not salient across any model, 
although items 20 (I believe ELLs always benefit from speaking their native languages) and 3 (I 
always teach ELLs to use their prior experiences to infer meaning) are important in order to meet 
the needs of ELLs in the classroom.  Best instructional practices include inference training (Hall, 
2016; McGee & Johnson, 2003) and the use of a first language to support the acquisition of a 
second language (August et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2014). 
A teacher can link vocabulary development to a student’s native language, for many 
ELLs use skills from their first language to support second language acquisition.  Researchers 
suggest that teachers have a misconception about cross-linguistic transfer.  Shim (2014) found 
that teachers said that students should only speak English outside of class and that use of a target 
language (English) needed to increase at home.  The perception that one will gain fluency and 
comprehension in a second language by reducing a first language may have a negative effect on 
student growth. 
Inference training is another important aspect of increasing vocabulary and 
comprehension.  Because researchers indicated that students draw conclusions from text through 
inferencing, researchers such as Mahdavi and Tensfeldt (2013) felt that training students to use 
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their prior knowledge to build vocabulary and analyze text (infer from schema) is a valuable 
instructional strategy. 
 In summary, teachers in all of the models have differing beliefs about best practices for 
literacy instruction for ELLs.  Teachers in QM3 had the strongest beliefs about best practices for 
literacy instruction with six positive salient statements.  The statements stressed the importance 
of a shared reading approach, which includes conversation, vocabulary development, scaffolds, 
visual prompts, and labeling.  However, two statements were not salient in any of the models.  
These two statements focused on the importance of inference training and cross-linguistic 
transfer.  The lack of salience for these statements is important to note because it provides an 
understanding of teachers’ perceptions of best practices for ELLs or indicates a lack of 
understanding about the importance of these factors. 
Conclusions About Theme B: Professional Development 
 Professional development opportunities offer teachers an opportunity to enhance their 
skills.  This researcher found through the literature review in Chapter II that professionals use 
traditional and reform approaches to deliver professional development opportunities.  In 
addition, the literature indicated other important aspects of professional development to consider, 
such as, collective participation in courses (in grade levels, by departments, etc.) that are content 
focused and extend over a period of time (Garet et al., 2001). 
 Teachers in QM1 saliently sorted items 15, 22, 24, and 34 for Theme B.  Item 15 has 
positive salience (The ENL teacher always shares instructional strategies with me) and items 22 
(I always take an active role in designing ENL professional development), 24 (I believe 
professional development opportunities are based on my needs), and 34 (I always prefer to 
attend lecture-style training opportunities) have negative salience.  Teachers in QM1 do not feel 
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that they play a role in the creation of professional development opportunities, nor do the 
experiences meet their learning needs.  One respondent stated, “I do not like any type of lecture 
style professional development.  I feel I learn best when given the opportunity to collaborate with 
others, bounce ideas off each others [sic], and try new knowledge out in a real life situation.”  
Teachers in this model prefer reform types of professional development instead of traditional 
approaches. 
Teachers in QM3 indicate dissatisfaction with school district professional development 
opportunities.  They do not consider the trainings quality learning experiences and they do not 
like the format of professional development experiences. 
 Teachers in QM4 indicate clear frustration regarding ENL professional development 
opportunities.  They sorted five salient statements from this theme.  They do not think ENL 
professional development opportunities are meaningful.  Teachers in QM4 do not think the 
training sessions demonstrate quality and they state that they do not have an active voice in their 
design.  Additionally, teachers feel that they do not have enough time with their ENL co-teacher 
to create plans.  Perhaps, teachers in QM4 would benefit from a professional development 
opportunity that fosters collaboration and time to co-plan with the ENL co-teacher.  Perhaps, 
teachers would benefit from setting the agenda with administration. 
QM2’s highest Q score was for item 38 (I believe ENL professional development 
opportunities are meaningful).  Teachers in QM2 want to learn and strengthen their skills with 
their ENL colleagues.  They believe that after training they can use the skills gained from a 
professional development opportunity to enhance their craft. 
 Overall, this research indicated that educational leaders should re-design professional 
development opportunities to consider active participation with content-focused instruction 
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because in three of the four models teachers saliently sorted items that illustrate current 
professional development opportunities as not meeting teachers’ needs.  It may be beneficial for 
scheduled professional development opportunities to focus on providing time for ENL teachers 
and general education teachers to meet, plan, and collaborate. 
Conclusions About Theme C: Collaboration 
  The literature review reinforced for the researcher the value of co-teaching.  Co-teaching 
is a mindset that encourages a mutual exchange of information and expertise, as well as shared 
responsibility to plan, teach, and reflect together as a unit.  Collaboration focuses on a shared 
outcome or goal (Martin-Beltran & Madigan Percy, 2014).  Davison (2006) created stages of 
increasing levels of collaboration that I connected with each model in this study. 
Teachers in QM1 fit into Davison’s (2006) accommodation stage.  Although teachers in 
this model are eager to collaborate, they acknowledge that they do not plan with the ENL 
teacher.  For example, they also saliently sorted Item 30 (I often feel the ENL teacher follows 
along with my lesson plans).  The word my is very important in this statement because it implies 
that the ENL teacher did not co-plan with the general education teacher.  It also indicates who is 
important from a teacher’s perspective.  Teachers in QM1 conceptualize collaboration as a tool 
or strategy rather than as a co-teaching experience. 
Teachers in QM2 saliently scored four items from Theme C.  Educators in this model 
believe that collaborating with colleagues is intrinsically rewarding and there is a sense of shared 
responsibility for student growth.  Co-planning is an integral component of the beliefs in this 
model.  One participant stated: 
My ELL [sic] co teacher [sic] and I implement various co-teaching strategies 
depending on the lesson. Sometimes we teach together and sometimes we 
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introduce a topic/content [sic] then work in 2 or more groups. We cover 
reading skills, word work, writing, science and social studies. 
Teachers in QM2 are in Davison’s (2006) creative co-construction stage.  They embrace 
professional development opportunities and believe that they experience dialogue and co-
planning.  They have a high degree of trust for each other as co-teachers and create time to 
enhance their professional practices. 
 Teachers in QM3 prefer to work alone.  There is a clear impression that teachers in this 
model do not value their ENL co-teacher and believe that general education teachers are solely 
responsible for the students in their classroom.  They find it frustrating that ENL teachers do not 
know curriculum and they never plan with their co-teachers.  Teachers in QM3 are at the lowest 
level of collaboration, namely, pseudo- compliance or passive resistance.  Teachers do not see 
any value in co-teaching and find it to be counterproductive.  One participant from QM3 
explained, “I do not think the push in [sic] model is effective for primary students.  I believe the 
children would benefit from pull out [sic] and small groups with the ENL teacher.” 
 Teachers in QM4 saliently sorted two statements from this theme.  They believe that 
collaboration should focus on a shared outcome or goal and believe that the ENL teacher adds 
value to the classroom.  Teachers in QM4 are at the convergence stage of collaborative 
development.  They positively respond to collaboration, but due to the lack of salience in all 
other statements in this theme, there may be a lack of understanding of collaboration’s 
theoretical basis.  Teachers in this model may not know how to collaborate in the classroom. 
 Based on Davison’s (2006) research, it is evident that there are levels of collaboration.  
The four models in this research range from the first level of collaboration, pseudo-compliance, 
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to the last level, creative co-construction.  Each model’s stage of development provides material 
for the development of differentiated professional growth opportunities. 
 Dove and Honigsfeld (2018) suggest that to co-teach effectively there needs to be a focus 
on aligning instruction, an ongoing examination of student data, and purposeful reflection on 
teaching.  There needs to be a change in the way teachers think about co-teaching.  “The shift is 
that all teachers are teachers of ELs and responsible for supporting their social-emotional well-
being, acculturation, language development, and overall school success” (Dove & Honigsfeld, 
2018, p. 9).  Similarly, district and building level administrators need to shift their thinking to 
ensure that teachers work collaboratively to maximize student success. 
Conclusions About Theme D: Beliefs About Academic Challenges 
 This researcher found in the literature review that a teacher’s belief system affects which 
educational practices s/he uses in the classroom.  A teacher’s habitus plays a role in his/her 
pedagogical decisions and the development of instructional goals for students (Shim 2014). 
QM1 sorted six statements saliently in Theme D.  The salient statements illustrate the 
teachers’ inclusive qualities.  Language deficiencies do not frustrate teachers in this model, and 
they believe that parents of ELLs value the educational system and have strong priorities for 
schooling.  They view ELLs as prepared students who put effort into their education. 
Teachers in QM2 believe that parents of ELLs do not have strong educational priorities 
and do not value the educational system; yet, language difficulties or their inability to 
communicate with ELLs’ parents do not frustrate these teachers.  This is similar to Shim’s 
(2014) findings.  In addition, teachers assume that parents of ELLs do not value learning based 
on the teachers’ own habitus, not necessarily on situational factors. 
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 Teachers in QM3 saliently sorted one statement from this theme.  Teachers in this model 
believe that ELLs’ school attendance plays a role in academic achievement.  No other statements 
from this theme were salient, which means that they were not important to educators in this 
model. 
 Teachers in QM4 saliently sorted four items from this theme.  Parents of ELLs frustrate 
teachers in this model.  Teachers do not think parents of ELLs have strong educational priorities 
and they feel that ELLs do not put forth enough effort at school.  Teachers in QM4 believe 
communication with parents of ELLs provides another layer of difficulty.  This may be an 
indicator of teachers’ lack of understanding about cultural differences.  School districts need to 
strengthen their outreach programs in order to ensure that parents feel welcomed by their school 
community.  School districts may also explore the importance of diversity training and cultural 
awareness. 
 A teacher’s habitus contributes to the pedagogical decisions made in a classroom.  It is 
important to uncover these beliefs to begin to reestablish expectations.  Teachers in some models 
displayed inclusive qualities, while teachers in other models illustrated frustration with ELLs’ 
families.  To strengthen the integrated ENL program and ensure high quality education for ELLs, 
teachers need to identify and address unconscious bias. 
 Implications 
The researcher based her conclusions on each model and theme, which provide valuable 
information for the future of educators’ professional practice.  Policy makers and researchers 
should utilize this hypotheses generating study to strengthen the integrated ENL period of 
instruction.  Teachers’ beliefs, use of specific instructional strategies, a collaborative approach, 
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and professional development opportunities play an integral role in the quality of instruction for 
ELLs. 
Based on the findings of this study, the researcher concluded that decision-making 
educators must incorporate an understanding of differing perceptions about co-teaching as seen 
in the teachers’ beliefs about the integrated period of ENL during ELA instruction. 
These results have implications for our classrooms.  Research suggests that there are 
instructional practices that are effective for teaching ELLs.  The review of literature suggests the 
use of a shared reading approach, decontextualized language, scaffolding, visual strategies, and 
inference training.  QM3 clearly focused on the use of instructional strategies yet it was evident 
that these teachers did not consider important such strategies as inference training and cross-
linguistic transfer.  This may be because teachers may not have a solid understanding of these 
strategies or a clear understanding of how to use these strategies to strengthen instructional 
practices. 
Quality professional development opportunities can help strengthen teachers 
understanding of best instructional practices for ELLs, as noted above.  These PD learning 
experiences should be content focused, with active participation, and over an extended period of 
time.  This approach will support teachers who possess beliefs similar to teachers in QM4.  In 
this group, ENL and general education co-teachers should attend professional development 
opportunities together.  To build this collaborative team approach, teachers need to have 
opportunities to learn from each other.  This may increase the level of classroom collaboration 
and add value to the ENL co-teachers’ roles in the classroom.  Administrators could also be a 
part of the professional development group’s work so that teachers see the importance of this 
work as a district level initiative.  Professional development experiences also have the ability to 
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shift teachers’ belief systems.  Teachers with more experiences gleaned from PD opportunities or 
other sources, including their own background experiences, may have greater cultural 
understanding and appreciation for language learners and their families.  Perhaps, these teachers 
can lead staff development opportunities and model successful collaborative approaches. 
Policy Implications 
Policies develop based on need and in response to a potential problem.  Currently, 
principals choose general education teachers to co-teach during the integrated period of ENL 
based on their own discretion.  Although there are no mandates regarding teaching qualifications 
for the integrated co-teacher role, administrators have the ability to identify general education 
teachers who are open to collaboration and have an understanding of and a willingness to learn 
about effective instructional strategies for ELLs.  It is important for administrators to choose 
teachers who will make collaboration a priority.  
Furthermore, there are clear guidelines about how many minutes the integrated period 
should be and clear plans regarding content area instruction during the period of time the 
integration takes place.  However, during a school day, teachers do not necessarily have a shared 
planning period, which makes it difficult to co-teach.  Selected teachers need to be able to solve 
the problems associated with time constraints and planning in order to co-teach successfully.  
School districts need to consider the possibility of common prep times in order to maximize co-
planning opportunities. 
There are also guidelines about professional development plans dedicated to language 
acquisition, best practices for co-teaching, and content.  However, current policy allows school 
districts with less than 5% ELLs in the population to apply for an exemption from the required 
professional development clock hours for the integrated period of ENL.  NYSED should remove 
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this exemption.  These trainings may allow teachers to begin to value one another as colleagues 
and attempt to uncover potential bias before they deliver instruction to students.  Quality 
professional development opportunities should not be based on the number of ELLs, but, rather, 
on the value that it will bring to all of the students and staff members. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This research represents an initial exploration of the beliefs of general education teachers 
and the integrated period of ENL.  The researcher advises additional research to replicate this 
study on a larger scale in an urban and in a rural area to add to the field literature about different 
perspectives and beliefs.  The researcher also recommends an exploration of the socio-economic 
status of students and the pre-teaching socio-economic status of the teachers.  Socio-economic 
status may affect belief systems. 
Future research should also examine the degree to which the differences in the perception 
of elementary school general education teachers alter actual instruction within classrooms.  If 
there is, indeed, a difference in instruction due to a teacher’s habitus or lack of instructional 
strategies, we need to study and understand how different methods of instruction and varying 
degrees of collaboration influence ELLs’ learning.  In doing so, we can begin to ascertain the 
best practices to utilize in the classroom and then reflect that knowledge in professional 
development opportunities. 
 Additionally, interesting research would look at student and parent perspectives.  
Enlisting the support of ELLs and their parents to identify beliefs, perspectives, and attitudes 
about the ENL integrated program would help strengthen the model.  Students and parents could 
reflect, as learners and care-takers, on effective strategies and instructional methods.  Analysis of 
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this data could support growth of an integrated ENL program focused on student needs, parental 
needs, and academic achievement. 
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Appendix A 
 
RE: Permission to Conduct Research Study 
 
Dear: 
 
I am writing to request permission to conduct a research study in the X X School District.  I am 
currently enrolled in the doctoral program at Long Island University, Post, and I am in the 
process of writing my dissertation.  The study is entitled Beliefs of General Education Teachers 
Toward Effective Methods of Literacy Instruction for English Language Learners: Attitudes 
Toward Integrated English as a New Language.  This dissertation research focuses on public 
elementary school teachers and addresses two specific aspects of instruction: (a) the attitude of 
general education teachers toward the integration of English language learners in English 
language arts instruction and (b) teacher beliefs about effective and appropriate methods of 
reading comprehension and vocabulary instruction for English language learners.  The 
anticipated date for this study is January 2019. 
 
I hope that you will allow me to recruit 25 general education elementary school teachers who are 
participating in the ENL integration period.  Interested teachers, who volunteer to participate, 
will be asked to complete an online sorting activity and answer optional demographic and open-
ended questions.  Due to the nature of this study, the researcher established the sorting 
statements based on a review of the literature, personal and group interviews, informal 
conversations, and personal and professional experience. 
 
If approval is granted, participants will be able to complete the survey in a classroom or other 
quiet setting on the school site.  I will be available to provide any assistance.  The survey process 
should take no longer than 20 minutes.  Individual results of this study will remain absolutely 
confidential and anonymous.  At the conclusion of the online sort, participant teachers will 
receive an invitation to a free workshop to review the findings, as well as an invitation to contact 
me with any questions or concerns.  No costs will be incurred by either your school/center or the 
individual participants. 
 
Your anticipated approval to conduct this study is greatly appreciated.  I am happy to answer any 
questions or concerns that you may have.  You may contact me at my email address: 
maryann.fasciana@my.liu.edu. 
 
If you agree, kindly sign below and return the signed form in the enclosed self-addressed 
envelope.  Alternatively, kindly submit a signed letter of permission on your institution’s 
letterhead acknowledging your consent and permission for me to conduct this research in the X 
X School District. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Maryann Fasciana 
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cc: Dr. Kramer-Vida, Dissertation Chair 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
_____________________  ____________________  _______ 
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